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Current Topics, 


The Court of Appeal Lists. 

Tue Easter Court of Appeal list, which we print elsewhere, 
contains 213 cases, of which forty-five are appeals from the 
Chancery Division, 132 are from the King’s Bench Division, 
and twenty-one are Workmen's Compensation Cases. ‘his is a 
substantial reduction on recent lists, and denotes that the Court 
of Appeal is at length getting abreast of its work. The high- 
water mark of arrears seems to have been reached at Michael- 
mas, 1913. In the Trinity Sittings of that year the total 
number of appeals was 217; at Michaelmas it had risen to 363. 
In the four sittings of 1914, the successive figures were: Hilary, 
329; Easter, 311; Trinity, 303; and Michaelmas, 308. By 
Hilary Sittings of this year it had fallen to 282; and, as above 
stated, the present number is 213. Of the forty-three Chancery 
appeals, seventeen were entered last year, and twenty-six are 
appeals of the current year. Of the 124 King’s Bench appeals, 
sixty three were entered before 1915, and these include the Land 
Valuation cases of Inland Revenue Commissicners v. Smyth and 
Hunter vy. Inland Revenue Commissioners. If the present rate of 
progress is maintained the arrears are likely to vanish. Among 
the King’s Bench appeals is one in Quirk v. Thomas (ante, p. 350), 
on the liability of a deceased man’s estate in an action for breach 
of promise. The number of Workmen’s Compensation cases— 
twenty-one—is the lowest within the lust two years. The 
highest was seventy-three in Trinity Sittings last year. The 
Probate and Divorce list includes four cases, one of which is the 
Slingsby case. 

The Public Trustee’s Report, 

THE CHIEF features of the Public Trustee’s Report for the 
year ending 31st March, 1915, which has been issued this week, 
are (1) the record of the continued expansion of the business 
of the department ; (2) the maintenance of its financial stability, 
despite the adverse conditions created by the war; (3) an 
account of the first year’s work at the Manchester branch ; (4) 
an interim report on the administration of the special emergency 
legislation entrusted to the depsrtment in consequence of the 
war under the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914; 
and (5) a notification of the appointment of the staff as 
members of the established Civil Service. As reg ards the first point 
the number of new estates and trusts accepted and tle total value 
are not quite so large as in the previous year. ‘The figures are 
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1,543, with a value of £11,623,429, as against 1,573 and 
£13,425,343 in 1913, but it islarge enough to shew that the services 
of the office are appreciated by a considerable section of the public. 
The total number of cases accepted is 7,473, The value of the 
investments and property held by the Public Trustee is now 
nearly £56,000,000, divided approximately into Government, 
Colonial, railway and other stocks, £47,000,000; mortgages, 
£2,500,000 ; and freehold and leasehold property and ground 
rents, £6,500,000. Seeing that the Department has only been open 
since Ist January, 1908, the Public Trustee has good reason to con- 
gratulate himself on the progress which he has made, due to his own 
administrative ability, and—may we add—his judicious adver- 
tising of the benefits which he has to offer. Still, that may 
have been only by way of a start. We have no desire to 
quarrel with accomplished facts, and the position which the 
Dep irtnent has attaine 1 and the vast amount of property which 
it holds make it a matter of importance that it should be 
efficiently and soundly administered. As regards the last point 
Mr. Stewart has had the benefit of the Consultative Committee 
which was established a year ago, and which consists of the Rt. 
Hon. F. H. Jackson, Mr. R. Martin HoLianp, Mr. R. M. 
KINDERSLEY, and Mr. J. A. MuLiens, Junr. This committee 
has met periodically, ani has had under consideration all invest- 
ments made by the Public Trustee since its appointment. The 
average rate of income received during the year has been,—on 
trustee investments, £4 Os. 10d. per cent.; and on non-trustee 
investments, £4 7s. 9d. per cent. 

The Public Trustee and Infants’ Compensation 

Funds, 

Tue Public Trustee calls attention to the fact that the 
financial stability of the department has been maintained, not- 
withstanding the adverse conditions created by the war. The 
fees have reached a total of £65,374 as against £55,283 taken 
last year, while the expenses, including those incurred in setting 
up the Manchester Branch, have reached a total of £61,234, as 
against £49,612 last year, thus providing a surplus of income 
over expenditure on the year of £4,140. The total cash surplus 
accumulated since the establishment of the department is over 
£18,541, and there is a further credit of £7,500 for capital and 
income fees earned within the year, but not collected. A 
useful function of the department is the holding under R.S.C., 
ord, 22, r. 15, of damages recovered by infants in the King's 
Bench Division. More than 700 such funds have been paid over 
to the Public Trustee, and he has still in hand 650 cases, the 
benefit belonging to upwards of 1,000 infants. “It should,” says 
Mr. STeWARkt, “ be borne in mind that the greater number of these 
chidren are handicapped by physical injuries which are often of a 
permanent and serious nature. It will then be realised that the 
due exercise of the Public Trustee’s discretion in each individual 
case, as regards the application of the money in such a way as to 
secure as far as may be the acquisition of a skilled trade or form 
of employment such as to make them self-supporting before 
attaining their majority and receiving the balance of their funds, 
is a matter of exceptional importance.’ The opening of the 
Manchester office has resulted partly in the transfer to that office 
of existing trusts, and partly in the acceptance of new business 
in Manchester. The total transfers bave been 56, with a value 
of £465,818; the new cases, 164, with a total of £914,692. 
Taus the Manchester office now has 220 cases under administra- 
tion with a value of £1,380,510. The deficit on the year's 
working is £644; but an initial deficit was to be expected. 
The Public Trustee as Custodian of Enemy 

Property. 

By THE Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, 
the Public Trustee, as is well known, was constituted the 
Custodian of enemy property for England and Wales, and his 
report contains an interesting account of his work so far under 
this head. He points out that the Act is not completely compre- 
hensive as to enemy property, whether capital or income. Some 
classes of enemy property are not registrable with the Custodian, 
and some classes of enemy income are not receivable by him. 


We have ourselves had occasion to notice this limitation, and it 


has raised questions with regard to the payment of rents and 


with the Enemy ” Department has been opened, and the enemy 
income received amounts to over £700,000, while the 
enemy property registered there exceeds in value eighty- 
four millions. Of the sum received, £675,000 has been 
invested, and the expenses of administration are paid outof income 
from the investments. Hence the administration of enemy 
roperty will not involve expense to the British taxpayer, 
Vith the authority of the Treasury, sums may be remitted to 
British subjects resident in enemy  territory—who are 
technically enemies—and this, as well as other dealings with enemy 
funds, has required the prompt co-operation of the Board of Trade 
and Home Office. A further branch of the Public Trustee’s wa 
work is the receipt of royalties payable under licences 
granted by the Board of Trade, where enemy patents have been 
avoided or suspended under the Patents, Designs and Trade- 
Marks Temporary Rules Acts, 1914. “The policy of the 
Temporary Rules,” says Mr. Srewart, “has not been to 
destroy or confiscate the patent rights or registered designs 
owned by alien enemies, but merely to suspend them for the 
duration of the war in favour of British licencees, and the 
royalties received by the Public Trustee are to be held for the 
duration of the war, and then dealt with as the Board of Trade 
may direct. Up to the present some 65 licences have been 
granted in which royalties are payable to the Public Trustee 
half-yearly on the 25th March and 29th September in each year, 
and the Public Trustee is now engaged in the collection, in con- 
junction with the Board of Trade, of the half-year’s royalties due 
on 25th March last.” The last matter which he mentions in his 
report is the establishment of his staff as a branch of the Civil 
Service. This change, which of course became-necessary as soon 
as the Department got into permanent working order, appears to 
have been accomplished. 


English Branches of German Firms. 

THE NOTICE in the London Gazette that the appointment of 
Messrs. BecHSTEIN as piano manufacturers to the King, the 
(Jueen, and the Queen Alexandra have been cancelled recalls 
the litigation which arose over the carrying on of the English 
branch of the firm at the commencement of the war (58 
Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 663). SHEARMAN, J., appointed a receiver 
and manager, upon his undertaking not to remit any assets toa 
hostile country and to endeavour to obtain a licence from the 
Crown to continue the business, and that licence was, we under- 
stan|, granted. Of course, we have no comment to make on the 
notices in the London Gazetle, but the statement has been made 
that the Home Office does not intend to renew the licence, and 
this seems to be due to the pressure of an English trade 
association. As to the propriety of this action it is 
permissible to speak, and it seems to be opposed to the 
geneyal principle adopted by the Government—in particular 
by the Board of Trade in regard to patents—namely, to preserve 
enemy property during the war. Wedo not understand why the 
Board of Trade should protect enemy patents and require 
royalties to be paid for licences to use them, while the Home 
Office shats down works employing a large number of English 
workpeople because they belong to an enemy firm. It may be 
that there is no longer any scope for the English branch of tbe 
firm, and that the workpeople of last August are not being 
employed. As to that we have no information. The attack on 
German trade competitors may be natural, but whether it Js 4 
proper outcome of the war is very much open to question. 


Emergency Powers and Mortgagees of Shares. 
WE HAVE had our attention called to a letter by Mr. HeEn- 
BERT ALLEN, of 31, Budge-row, in the Financial Times of the 
13th inst. Our contemporary had, we gather, published articles 
criticizing the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act as not affording 
sufficient protection to debtors. Mr. ALLEN urges that the 
defect of the Act lies in not sufficiently protecting creditors. 
Apparently the controversy bas arisen over the realization of 
Stock Exchange securities. The Act provides generally that 3 
mortgagee, unless he is selling as mortgagee in possession, shall 
not realize his security till after application to the court. The 
frame of the Act suggests that the exception was intended to 
apply only to mortgages of land, but in Ziman v. Komila Reefs 





royalties due to enemies (ante, pp. 228, 344). A separate “Trading 
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of Appeal that it was not so restricted, but applied to | merchant who buys the goods, but a bank—or what is called an 


mortgages of shares as well. Hence a mortgagee of 
shares can sell without going to the court if he is 
in possession. Now in Ziman’s case, the securities—debentures— 
oS heen transferred to the mortgagees, and they were in receipt 
of the interest. Hence they could realize without going to the 
court. But we gather that there is some doubt as to the 
position of mortgagees of shares who have taken blank transfers, 
or who have taken full transfers but have not registered them. 
A blank transfer, if by deed, is, strictly, of no use unless it is 
reexecuted by the mortgagor (Powell vy. London and Provincial 
Bank, 1893, 2 Ch. 555); and therefore the mortgagee cannot 
register it without the consent of the mortgagor. But when he’ 
does register it he becomes, we imagine, mortgagee in possession 
at once, and before he receives any dividend. There 
is nothing more which he can do to put himself in 

ssion, and being registered, he will, of course, receive 
the dividend when it is paid. If, then, he has a full 
transfer, it looks as though he couid register and sell as mortgagee 
in possession without any application to the court. But we 
doubt whether this isso. If the phrase ‘‘ mortgagee in posses- 
sion” applies to the mortgagee of shares, etc., then the phrase 
“enter into possession ” must also apply to such a mortgagee, and 
he cannot register his transfer without the leave of the court. 
Whether this view is being acted upon we do not know, and we 
rather think that the reasoning goes to support the construction 
rejected by the Court of Appeal, that “mortgagee in possession ” 
does not apply to a mortgagee of shares; but this is now 
immaterial. As to the general policy of the Act, the Financial 
Times supports the view that it was necessary to restrain realiza- 
tion by creditors in order to prevent securities being sacrificed. 
Mr. ALLEN contends that it places an improper impediment in the 
way of a creditor, who may require money as badly as his debtor. 
Whether the Act has been on the whole beneficial to the com- 
munity we have not the means of judging, but there can, we 
think, be little doubt that it was passed primarily in the interest 
debtors. At the same time, the court, in exercising its dis- 
tretion under section 1 (2), is to have regard to the position of 
all the parties, and where the creditor really requires his money, 
legs indulgence would, we presume, be given to the debtor. 


Accommodation Bills and Accepting Houses. 


THE EXPRESSION ‘‘ accommodation bill” was familiar to legal 
oe long before the passing of the Bills of Exchange 
t, 1882, but doubts occasionally arose as to what bills could 
properly be included under the denomination. In Bullen and 
e’s Precedents of Pleading there is a plea in an action 
against the acceptor, that the defendant accepted the bill for the 
seommodation of the plaintiff, and that there never was any 
value or consideration for the acceptanee of the payment of the 
bill by the defendant. In an earlier part of the work there is a 
tount alleging that, in consideration that the plaintiff would 
accept for the defendant’s accommodation a bill of exchange, and 
would deliver the same to the defendant in order that he might 
hegotiate the same for his own use, the defendant promised the 
plaintiff to indemnify him from any loss or damage by reason 
thereof. “ Accommodation bill” has certainly been used as a 
term of reproac. In its original form a bill of exchange was 
created when a merchant sold goods, or a producer sold goods to 
4 merchant, and drew upon the purchaser a bill of exchange, 
and an acceptance which was not founded on any previous 
ransactiun, or upon the transfer of existing commodities, was 
regarded with disfavour. The Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, by 
section 28 (1), defines an accommodation party to a bill as a 
person who has signed a bill as drawer, acceptor, or 


purpose of lending his name to some other person. In 
Sir M. Cuaumers’ book on the Act it is pointed out that an 
“commodation bill is discharged when it is discharged by the 
person who is in substance, though not in form, the principal 
Cebtor, or if time be given to such person ; and that, as a general 
tale, the drawer or indorser for whose accommodation a bill is 
“cepted cannot avail himself of want of due presentment for 
Pyment, or notice of dishonour. We come now tothe modern 

ice by which in the case of foreign bills of exchange relat- 


accepting house ; one of the finance houses who for a commission 
lend the use of their names for acceptance of bills of exchange. 
Is such a bank or accepting house an accommodation acceptor ? 
Does the receipt of what is comparatively a small commission 
make the bank or accepting house an acceptor for value? We 
have not space to discuss several cases bearing on the subject, 
but the prevailing opinion appears to be that such acceptances 
must be taken to be acceptances for value, and not merely 
accommodation acceptances. 


New Trustee Stock. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a notice stating, in effect, that Tasmanian 
Government 4} per cent. Inscribed Stock, 1935, has been added 
to the trust-investments authorized by the Trustee Act, 1893, 
subject to the restrictions contained in section 2 (2) of that 
Act. 








Clogging the Equity of Redemption. 
CIRCUMSTANCES have prevented our recurring to the case of 
Kreglinger v. New Patagonia Meat, dc., Co., since it appeared in 
the Law Reports (1914, A. C. 25). In our brief note (58 
Soxicitors’ JOURNAL, 92), when the decision of the House of 
Lords was given, we pointed out that it appeared to be at 
variance with other recent decisions of the same tribunal, and a 
perusal of the full judgments does not tend to lessen this opinion ; 
rather, they give the impression that in the desire to relax the 
rigour of the equitable rule against clogging the equity, the 
House of Lords have introduced a new subtlety and have made 
it very difficult to advise as to the validity in any particular 
case of collateral stipulations or arrangements introduced into 
mortgage contracts. A famous Chancellor—Lord NoTtinGHaM 
—once quoted with approval the saying, “It is no matter what 
the law is,:o it be known what it is”: Pilt v Hunt (1 Vern. 18). 
This may be going too far, but it will be readily admitted 
that certainty in the law is one of the chief objects to be 
aimed at. 

For practical purposes it is sufficient to begin with the re- 
affirmation in Salt v. Marquis of Northampton (1892, A. C. 1) of 
the rule that where property is given as security for a loan no 
fetter can be placed on the mortgagor's right to redeem. 
“Equity will permit of no attempt to clog, fetter, or impede 
the borrower's right to redeem and to rescue what was and still re- 
mains in equity his own.” Lord BRAMWELL accepted this state- 
ment of the rule by Bowen, L.J., though he professed himself 
unable to understand it, and be pointed out that it might prevent 
the borrower from contracting on the terms most favourable to 
himself. But there the rule was, and the House of Lords 
accepted it, and in this form still accept it. There was a 
question in that case whether a policy taken out in the insurance 
society, who were the lenders, really belonged to the society 
or the borrower, and on this depended the validity of a stipula- 
tion which in a certain event gave the policy to the society. 
This stipulation, said Lord HALDANE in Kreglinger’s case (ubi supra, 
p. 49), “was a clog on the equity in the proper sense of that ex- 
pression. It having been held that the policy did in equity from 
the first belong to the mortgagor, it followed that the provision 
in question was void as a clog on the ejuity.” 

Then we have Biggs v. Hoddinott (1898, 2 Ch. 307) which 
overruled the dictum in Jennings v. Ward (2 Vern. 520) that “a 
man shall not bave interest for his money and a collateral 
advantage besides for the loan of it.” The interest was limited 
to the legal interest, and any collateral advantage would have 
had the indirect effect of raising the rate of interest. But the 
limitation on interest vanished with the Usury Laws, and the 
prohibition of any collateral advantage vanished as well, It 
was held, however, in Noakes v. Rice (1902, A ©. 24) that 
where the collateral advantage affected the mortgaged prop-rty, it 
must cease on redemption. The mortgaged property there was 
a leasehold public-house ; the mortgagees were brewers ; and, as 
a collateral advantage, the public-house was to be tied to the 
brewers for the residue of the term of the lease. The mean 
ing of “once a mortgage always a mortgage, and nothing but 
a mortgage,” said Lord Davey, is “ that the mortgagee shall not 
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paid principal, interest, and costs, from getting back his mort- 
gaged property in the condition in which be parted with it.” 
Hence the mortgagor was entitled on redemption to have the 
public-house back free from the tie, and though tie tie was 
effective as a collateral advantage during the continuance of the 
moi tgage, it came to an end on redemption. 

Bradley v. Carritt (1903, A. C. 253) was a more difficult case, 
since it was by no means so obvious that the collateral stipu- 
lation affected the mortgaged property. The mortgagor of 
shares in a tea company agreed to use his best endeavours to 
secure that the mortgagee should be employed as broker to the 
company, and if any teas were sold otherwise than through him, 
the mortgagor was to pay him the amount of the commission 
which he thereby lost. Nevertheless, it was held by Lords 
Macnacuten, Davey, and Ropertson (Lords SHAND and 
LINDLEY dissenting) that the agreement was not binding after 
the mortgage had been paid off. Lord MACNAGHTEN repudiated 
the notion that a stipulation in order to operate as a clog on 
the equity must directly affect the mortgaged property. “ Ido 
not think it is necessary that there should be any hold upon the 
property, direct or indirect.” It was enough tbat, when the 
shares got back to the mortgagor, he was unable to deal with 
them freely owing to the liability which he had undertaken as 
regard: the employment of the mortgagee as broker. 

Possibly Lradley v. Carritt extended the doctrine of the clog. 
Lord LINDLEY di-sented from Lord MACNAGHTEN’S statement 
of the doctrine and insisted that, for the stipulation to be void 
on redemption, it must affect or purport to affect the property 
mortgaged or the right to redeem it. But as a matter of law, 
his dissent was immaterial. Afier the decision the law as to 
the equity of redemption was as the majority bad stated it. 

Kreglinger’s case (supra) was apparently clearer than DPradley 
v. Carritt so far asthe clog went. <A firm of woolbrokers lent 
toa meat preserving company £10,000, on security of a floating 
charge on the undertaking of the company, combined with an 
agreement that the lenders should for five years have an option 
of purchase over the sheepskins of the company. The loan was 
paid off within the five years and the company claimed that the 
option was at an end. Assuming it to be an ordinary mort- 
gage, this seemed clear to SwinkeN EADY, J., and the Court of 
Appeal ; but there was also the question whether the doctrine of 
the clog applied to a floating charge, and it was apparen‘ly to 
settle this that the case was taken to the House of Lords 

Instead, however, of following—as would have been the usual 
co rse—the decision in Bradley v. Carritt on the general question, 
and confining itself to the particular question of the floating 
charge, tte House thought proper to question the judgment ot 
the majority in that case, end to reopen the whole subject of 
collateral stipulations in mortgages. The Lord Chancellor pro- 
fessed to be following the same course as JESSEL, M.R., in Je 
Halletts Estate (13 Ch. D., p. 710). “The rules of courts of 
equity are not like the rules of the common law, supposed to 
have been established from time immemorial. It is perfectly 
well known that they have been established from time to time— 
altered, improved, and refined from time to time.” But of 
course this 1s not peculiar to rules of equity. The same process 
goes on with tke rules of common law, and it is only ona narrow 
view that these are incapable of judicial mcdification. Some 
rules there may be which must be taken to be too well settled 
to be modified ; this is so both at common law and in equity. 
Hut our system of case law is meaningless if it is not continually 
modilying the law and adapting it to new requirements. This, 
however, does not mean that a court shall as it pleases reopen 
questi ns wkich have just been discussed, and upset the results 
recently arrived at by equivalnt authority. Yet the House of 
L.1ds seen s to have done this in Kreglinger’s case, and to have 
pr ferred the dissenting judgment of Le rd Linney in Bred/ey v. 
(antt to the effective juogments of Lords MACNAGHTEN and 
Davey. Of :ourse this process is disguised. It is said that the 
tarts are dficrent, that the opinions now disapproved were only 
ducta, and that the court is founding its decision on fur damental! 
}rincip'e. But this is only a judicious concealment of the fact that 
Lradley v. Carritt was to be overruled. 


The Lord Chancellor based his judgment on a severance of the 





mottgage conttact from the collateral stipulation. “Did the 
appellants make a bargain such tbat the right to redeem was cut 
down, or did they simply stipulate for a collateral undertaking, 
outside and clear of the mortgage, which would give them an 
exclusive option of purchase of the shee; skins of the 
respondents! The question is, in my opinion, not whether the 
two contrac’s were meade at the same moment and evidenced by 


| the same instrument, but whether they were in substance a single 


and undivided contract or two distinct contracts ” (p. 39). Lord 
HALDANE held that they were separate, snd that the option was 
effective after repayment of the loan. But how they were more 
separate than the corresponding arrangements in Pyadley vy, 
Carritt it scems difficult to say. No doubt Lord MAcNAGutTEN 
would have repudiat:d any such notion, and it may be a question 
whether Bradley v. Carrift or Kreglinger’s case is now the better 
authority. ‘This remark seems to be justified, and, if so, the fact 
that it can be made is a sufficient comment on the incon, cnience 
of the recent decision. 


Still, we have to take things as they are, and, assuming that 
practitioners are now to be guided by KAreg’inger's case, it is 
material to consider when a collateral advantage is to be deemed 
to be no part of the mortgage contract but a separate matter, 
It may be gathered from Lord HALDANF’s judgment that it falls 
within the latter category of it is “in the nature of a collateral 
bargain, the entering into which was a preliminary and separable 
condition of the loan” (1914, A. C., p. 39). Here the lenders 
required the option as a condition of lending the money ; there- 
fore, it was separable and lasted after re-payment. But practically 
this seems to give no guidance for other cases. In Nowkes « Co, 
v. Rice the same argument might have been used. The vrewers 
requircd the tie as a condition of lending the money. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that Lord HALDANE suggests that there 
could have been no real separation had not the security been a 
floating charge. The charge left the ordinary power of 
disposition in the company, and the option was a fetter on this 
power. “What was to be capable of redemption was 
an uncertaking which was deliberately left to be freely 
changed in its details by ordinary business transactions with 
which the mortgage was not to interfere. lad the 
charge not been a ficating one, it might hava becn more difh- 
cult to give effect to this intention” (p. 41). So it will be open to 
any future judicial interpreter of the judgment to say that it 
was only concerned with floating charges and all the rest 1s 
obiter. This will restore Lord MACNAGHTEN’S impugned judg- 
ment in Currift v. Bradley, which was by no means ohifcr. 

If we turn to Lord Parker's judgment we find that the 
validity of the collateral stipulation is put on a different ground. 
He discussed in detail the nature of the legal or « ntractual 
right of redemption—whbich arises at the date fixcd for pay ment 
—and the equitable right, which arises when there is default in 
payment ; and he seems to have beld that a collateral stipulati n 
is void when it is so expressed as to be “inconsistent with or 
repugnant to the contractual and equitable right to redeem. 
His summary (at p 61) of the result of the authorities 1s some 
what fuller, but this is suflicient for the present pwrpose. 
He held that the option in Aveglinger’s cue Wa 
not affected by such inconsistency or repugnancy, and Was 
therefore valid. ‘The plaintiffs agreed to lend the money 
consideration of obtaining this option, and the defendant company 
agrced to give the option in consideration of obtaining the /oan. 
On the other band, if, as in Samrel v. Jarrah Timber, &c., Corpor eo" 
(1904, A. C. 323), there bad been a direct stipulatien for 4" 
Option to purchase the mortgaged pr perty, this would have 
been inconsistent with the right to redeem and would be void. 
And yet in each case there is the same bargaining between the 
parties, and the lender insists on a certain advantage 25 4 
condition of obtaining the loan. “It never was intended by the 
parties,” ssys Lord Parker, “that if the defendant compa”) 
exercised their right to pay off the loan they should get nd 0 
the option.” Certainly not, and the same applies to the we = 
Noakes & Co. v. Rice, and to the brokerage agreement in Bradley 
v. Carritt ; but in both cases the collateral advantage wes 4b ®" 
end cn redemption, notwithstanding the contrary inknuen. 

The result is that in Kreglinger’s case the House of Lords 
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declined to follow—or rather professed to distinguish— its 
vious decision in Bradley v. Carritt, and, by a curious inversion 
of the usual process, adopted the reasoning of a dissenting judg- 
ment to that of the majority. The exact grounds of this new 
decision are not easy to state, and it will probably be found 
that it bas introduced uncertainty into a rule which—whether a 
good or bad rule—was at least certain and easy to apply. 
What will happen when the matter next comes up for judicial 
consideration it would be bard to prophesy. Meanwhile it will, 
rbaps, be safer not to discard too readily the law as laid down 
a Lords MACNAGUTEN and Davey. 


Reviews. 


Contracts and the War. 


Tur Law of Conrracr purine War ; with Leapinc Cases, 
STATUTES, AND Orpers IN CounciL. By WiLuiAM FINtayson 
Trotrer, M.A., LL.M. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law, Professor of 
Law in the University of Sheffield. William Hodge & Co. 15s, 


Recent events have shewn that war raises numereus and difticult 
ynestions as to its effect on contracts, and Dr. Trotter has very much 
facilitated the consideration of these by the useful book which he 
has written and compiled. What he has written is a reasoned state- 
ment of the law, and this forms the first part of the volume. Among 
the questions with which he deals are the meaning of “alien enemy’ ; 
the general rule of the invalidity of contracts made with enemies 
during the existence of war, with the exceptions to the rule ; the dis- 
tinction between contracts made before the war according as they are 
executed—7.c., wholly performed by one party only, in which case 
they are suspended ; or executory—z.c., wholly unperformed, or on 
which there remains something to be done on both sides. The 
latter contracts may be rendered void by the war, but Dr. 
Trotter (p. 39) points out that they are not all necessarily 
void, and he examines the effect on different classes of such contracts. 
This forms a useful part of his exposition. So far as to his own 
writing. The compilation to which we have referred consists of a 
collection of leading British and American cases on various matters 
relevant to contracts as affected by war. These are conveniently 
classified, and among the cases which are thus presented in full are 
Janson v. Driefontein Consolidated Mines (Limited) (1902, A. C. 
484) ; Potts v. Bell’ (8 T. R. 548); Alcinous v. Nigreu (4 E. & B. 
$17); Ex parte Boussmaker (13 Ves. 71); Brandon v. Curling 
(4 East, 410) ; Hspostto v. Bowden (7 E. & B. 763); Wells v. Williams 
(1 Salk. 45) ; and Wolf’ v. Oxholm (6 M. & 8.92). Anyone who has 

occasion to consider the questions raised by the war will realize 
the utility of a book which collects these and many other cases 
which it is necessary to refer to. 





Books of the Week. 


French Public Law.—The Continental Legal History Series. 
A History of French Public Law. By Jean Brissaup. Translated 
by James W. GARNER, with Introductions by Harotp D. HazELTINE 
and Weste, W, Wi.tovensy. John Murray. 18s. net. 


_ Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal, February 22, March 1, 15, 19165. 
Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. XI, Part 6. 
Stevens & Haynes. 3s, net. 








Correspondence. 


Trading with the Enemy. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In reference to the case of Julius Oppenheimer under 
the Trading with the Enemy Act, 1914, which came before the Court 
of Crimina sa on the 30th ultimo (commented upon in your 
issue of the 3rd inst.), I think it is a little to be regretted that it 
Was not found possible on appeal to hold that what the defendant 

done was not an offence under the Act or the relevant Royal 
Proclamations thereunder. It almost seems contrary to common 
sense that if a person can manage to get away from an enemy 
country any goods of whatever kind, without yment—and 
especially in this case where it was not disputed that the goods 
actually belonged to the defendant at the outbreak of war, and that 
he incurred no further monetary obligation to an alien enemy or 
enemy State by reason of receiving the goods—that he should be 


It seems to me that it was a very material element in the case 
under discussion thet the defendant obtained the goods in reality 
for the benetit of this country. He obtained delivery of goods 
which were his, and without which he could not properly have con- 
ducted his business in this country, and a large number of English 
employees would probably have been thrown out of work. It seems 
shocking and quite repugnant to English sense of justice that the 
defendant, a man of unimpeachable character, should be found 

uilty in a criminal court of an offence the committal of which had 
or its object the successful carrying on of an extensive business here 
and the employment of a large number of workpeople, and that not 
one iota of benefit has or could accrue to an alien enemy or an enemy 
State, as a result of obtaining the goods in question which constituted 
the offence. 
H. P. Gisborne. 
13, Copthall-avenue, E.C., April 13. 


[A similar instance to Oppenheimer's case ie that of Wechster, a 
report of which, taken from the 7'tmes, we print elsewhere. The 
alderman, notwithstanding that the offence was, as he stated, purely 
technical, imposed a fine with costs. In Oppenheimer’s case, the 
Court of Criminal Appeal acquiesced in the judge’s sentence of 
imprisonment, though the offence seems to have been equally 
technical. But we gathered from the press report that there were 
reasons which induced the court to adopt this course, and hence, in 
noticing this case, we forbore to make any comment on this point. 
But our impression of the cases under the Act and Proclamations is 
that the offences are usually merely technical, and our correspondent’s 
criticism seems to be quite justified.—Ep. S./.] 


[7 the Editor of the Solicitor s Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir.—In the report of the trial before the full Court of Appeal of 
the Continental T'yre Co.'s case in the current number of the Law 
Reports (1915, 1 K. B., p. 921) you will find the following statement 
by Lord Justice Buckley —h Proclamation can neither make nor 
declare the law.” Section 1 °) of the Trading with the Enemy Act, 
1914, passed 18th September last is as follows : 

“For the purposes of this Act a person shall be deemed to 
have traded with the enemy if he has entered into any transac- 
tion or done any act which was, at the time of such transaction 
or act, prohibited by or under any Proclamation issued by His 
Majesty dealing with trading with the enemy for the time being 
in force, or which at common law or by statute constitutes an 
offence of trading with the enemy. 

Provided that any transaction or act permitted by or under 
any such Proclamation shall not be deemed to be trading with 
the enemy.” 

I find it difficult to reconcile the learned Lord Justice’s statement 
with this section. KE. T. HARGRAVES. 

10, Coleman-street, E.C., April 13. 


[Is not the law in this case made, not by the Proclamation, but by 
the statute, which operates retrospectively 7—Eb. S.J/.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


LENNARD’S CARRYING CO. (LIM.) (Appellants) v. ASIATIC PETRO- 
LEUM CO. (LIM.) (Respondents). 26th February ; Ist and Sth 
March. 

Surp—Carco—Loss sy Fire—UNskAwortTuiIness oF Suir ACTUAL 
Fautt or Privity "’ or OwNeR—Mercuant Suiprine Act, 1094 (57 & 
58 Vicr. c. 60), s. 502. 

A cargo of henzine was carried on board a chip, and waa deastroycd 
hy frre, the cause of the loses heing the stranding of the ship, occasioned 
hy the unseaworthiness of her boilers, and her consequent inability to 
keep up steam. The indorsees of the bills of lauding sued the ehip- 
owners for non delivery of the cargo, and, in defence, the de lendanta 
pieaded section 2 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 

Held, that the shippers were not entitled to the protection of the 
section, aince the lowe had not happ ned without their * actual default 








or privity : h 
Decision of Court of Appeal (57 Soxicrrors’ Jounnat 784; 1914, 1 
K. B. 419) aftrmed ; 
Appeal by the defendants from an order of the Court of Appeal (57 
So.icttors’ Jovanat 784), affirming a judgment of Bray, J. (57 
foxicrrors’ Journat 79; 18 Com. Cas. 23). ‘The appellants, who were 
the owners of the s.s. Edward Dawson, chartered her on a time charter 
to the Anglo-Saxon Petroleum Co. to take a cargo of benzine 
from Novorrossisk, for delivery at Rotterdam. On leaving Novorros- 





ed to be guilty of an offence. 


sisk the ship was unseaworthy, by reason of defects in her boilers. 
She encountered heavy weather, and was driven ashore in the S heldt, 
and her cargo was lost by fire, owing to the benzine escaping out of the 
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tanks into the furnaces, which resulted in a conflagration 
of her stranding: was that, owing to the defective condition of her 
boilers, sufficient steam could not be got up to keep her away from the 
shore The plaintiffs, who were from the Anglo-Saxon 
Petroleur ; f the bills of lading, sued for damages for loss 
ro delendants pleaded section 502 of the Merchant Ship 
Act, 1894, hich exempts the wner from liability for any 
happenis ithout his actual privity where (inter alia) 
h loss is du fire board ship Bray, J., held that the 
endants were protected by the section, and Court of Appeal 
uckley, L.J., Hamilton, L.J.—Vaughan Williams, L.J., dissen- 
ente) affirmed } decision, The defendants appealed. On the hea 
of the appeal for the were not called on 


nt HALpAn i that by J. M. 

& ind ti J. M. Lennard was a director of that 
company, and nnard’s (Limited), the appel 
lants in this H rporation had no mind of its own, and could 
only act by it Mr. Lennard took an active part in the man 
ivement of th it he had not called to give evidence. To 
exonerate the under section 502 of the Act of 1894 it not 
ugh that the hould be the fault of a servant, it must also be 

a fault w 1 was not the fault of the owner, or to which he was not 
privy use the burden of proving that the loss } appened 
ithout tl tual default or privity of the owner” had not 
discharged bh he apne The judgment below must stand 


Lord DUNEDIN and PARMOOR agreed and the 
appeal was dismissed, with CounseL, for the appellants, Adair 
Roche, K.C., W. N. Raeburn, and A. Stranger; for the respondents, 
Maurice Hill, K.C., and F. D. Mac Kinnon, K.C. Soxicitors, Downing, 
lland ck, Viddlet n, & Le wit, for Bolam Viddle ton, & Cr Sunder- 
land; Parker, Garrett, & Co 


indor sces 


ahiypy 
Tauit o1 


respondents 


the ship was owned 


Carrying ( 


been 
was 


em 


hee n 


iants, 


YSON 


ATK PARKER 


costs 


Report by Eeesaise Reip, Parr r-at 


Law] 


Court of Appeal. 


HERBERT MORRIS (LIM.). +. SAXELBY. No. 1. 
and 3lst March. 
IPLOYER AND SERVANT \GREEMENT BY SERVANT 
PRapDE OR MANUFACTURE SIMILAR TO THAT OF 
ARTMENT OF ENGINEERING RESTRAINT FOR 
NITED Kinacpom—EXPERIENCR IN METHODS OF 
REASONABLENE PUBLIC 4'NTERES1 
the 
in which they had few ¢ ympetitors, in manu 
ed, at thei 


containing @ covenant restraining him jrom carrying 
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ring i hinds f machinery, ente request, into a 


ed o saisting in any capacity in, the sale or manu 
hinery made by the firm or any part thereof 
from the date of their ceasing to employ 
d over the United Kingdom 
that the 
heing wider than was nece 


fiseenting covenant 


niorced 


unredson 


Wy jor 


wae 


J 9 SoLiciror JOURNAL, 147), ofirmed 


Sarvant, J (reported 
untills were manufacturers of certain special 
at Loughborou 


nitile from a decision of 
and bran hes 
and other towns. They had 
three other firms in the 
The defendant entered 
ervice in 1901, being then fifteen years of age, as junior draughts 
He progres rapidly, and by 1906 had become a leading 
man for pulley-blocks and similar apparatus On attaining 
ne, in July. 1906, he was ed to sign an agreement for service 
mpany for seven restraining him from the 
1908 he be« a brane h mahager, and 

nt to the London branch, where, for the firet time, he be 
nected with the selling, engineering, side of the 
In 1911 he entered into an agreement containing the following 
In the 
employee covenants and agrees with the company, 


ery, with Ww KS 
Cardiff, Glas 

large bi aml there only t 
United Kingdom dire tly competing with them 
thei 
man 


draught 


] 
alr 
Mancl ter, 


n London 


ia isiness wer vO ol 


sexl 


requi 
years entering 
ny competitor In ame 


as well as the 


lause consideration of hereinbefore 
the their 

ors and assigns, that he will not at any time during a period of 

even years from the date of his ceasing to be employed by the com 
vhetner under this agreement or otherwise howsoever. either in 

{ Kingdom of Great Britain or Ireland, carry on either as 

agent or servant or otherwise, alone or jointly, or in conne 

iny other person, firm or company, or be concerned or assist, 
indirectly, whether for reward or otherwise, in the sale or 

re of pulley-blocks, hand overhead runways, electri 

ys, hand overhead travelling cranes, or any part thereof, 

r be concerned or assist as aforesaid in any business connected with 
manufacture In 1913 the defendant, being dissatisfied 
the remuneration he was getting from the plaintiff company, left 
ir employment, and entered the service of the principal French firm 
He did not remain long with them, how 


agreement 


over 


h Saie or 
th 


the same line of busines 


i 


The cause 


ever, aud, returning to England, entered the service of the plaintiff 
principal competitors-—-a Manchester firm. He had previous! 
taken with the French firm not to return to the plaintiffs. Th: 
tiffs brought this action for an injunction, and the defence 
the restriction imposed was unreasonable, and ought not to be enfo: 
Sargant, J., who based his decision mainly on s/ason v. The P; 
(lothing and Supply Co. (1913, A. C. 724) and Eustes v. Ru 
| Ch. 468), upheld this view; he thought tnat the agreement 
reasonable, having regard to the public interest, and dismi 
action. The plaintiffs apnealed. adv, vult. 

Tue Court, by a majority, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens Harpy, M.R., said that tne validity or invalidity 
covenants in restraint of trade depended on the common lay 
was founded on public policy, and therefore varied from time to t 
There were at least two rival views to be weighed, and, if possible, to 
be reconciled. On the one hand, it was in the public interest that 
ovenant should be observed and enforced; on the other hand, it was 
in the public interest that a man should be free to use his l 
experience to the best advantage. It had now been laid down by 
highest authority that a covenant was not good if it imposed a 
restraint than was reasor ably required for the protec tion of a 
and that the answer to that question rested with the court 
wid not with a jury The negative proposition established 
limit imposed on what the covenantee could lawfully exact 
lordship could not assent to the argument, strongly pressed, 
only matter to be considered was the interest of the covena: 
that he was only bound to satisfy the court that the restraint 
greater than was reasonably required for his protection. The res 
tion must be reasonable in reference not only to the interests of t 
parties concerned, but those of the public per Lord Macnaghten 
Nordenfelt v. Maxim, Nordenfelt, dc., Co. (1894, A. C. 535). The san 
conclusion might be reached by holding that the covenant could not | 
reasonable for to exact if it was harsh and 
able towards the covenantor. Another proposition urged by the appel 
lants was that there was no distinction to be drawn between covenant 
in a contract of service and covenants on a sale of goodwill Ther 
was a great deal of authority against that proposition. It was sufficient 
to refer to the Nordenfelt case (supra, at pp. 566, 567), and M 
Provident Clothing and Supply Co. (Limited) (supra), where 
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Lord 





; ot ¢ 


| re spect was got over by the fact that the clause was severa 


| was for the very considerable period of seven years, during w) 


Haldane pointedly referred to the distinction, and Lord Sha 
738). There were three classes of 
required separate treatment—(1) a trade secret might justly be 
by an absolute covenant, without limit as to time o1 pace ; (2 
good will ought not to be allowed to derogate from his « I 
and a wide restriction might prope rly be given to protect the pur 
] freedom of 


1@s8 


tronger language (at p 


4) in contracts of service there negotiator 


far more risk of oppression, and the court ought to guard mor 
fully the interests of the {His lordship then stat 
ts of the present case, and continued :] Objection was taken 


the covenant following but any difficult 
} 


Was 


coverantor. 
ords in cranes,”’ 
plaintiffs were willing to accept an injunction with those wv 
But could the contract in that modified form be supported 
not be forgotten that in 1911 the defendant was not in the 
free man negotiating on equal terms with his employers. He \ 
by the covenant in the agreement of 1906 for seven years, and 
n his lordship’s opinion, that covenant was unreasonable 
the less a serious fetter on his power of bargaining. Moreover 
covenant was not usual in the engineering trade. Sargant, J., had h 
that, though the agreement might be of advantage to the plaintiffs, it 
was unreasonable, both from the point of view of the defendant and ol 
the public in general, and his lordship agreed with him. The re a tion 
1 the 
defendant would have to earn his living in some other kind of busmess, 
with little hope of returning to his original employment. The restri 
tion, moreover, extended to the whole of the United Kingdom, and was 
in no way limited to soliciting customers of the plaintiffs’ firm, or 
respect of the capacity in which he might be employed by a competi 
firm. He thought the restrictions were greater than were reasonably 
necessary for the protection of the master in his business. ‘The defen 
dant, at the date of the agreement, had been ten years with the compan) 
and his whole training had been in connection with the heavy goods they 
made It was unreasonable to expect him to put aside all the skill and 
experience he had acquired during those years, and to begin life afres! 
here was no proof, not even a suggestion, that the defendant had d 
closed, or threatened to any of the trade secrets of 
company. In his lordship’s opinion the judgment of the learned | 
was correct, and the appeal should be dismissed, with costs. 
Puiurmore, L.J., in a long dissenting judgment, traced the history 
of the law as to contracts in restraint of trade from the time of Mitchel 
v. Reynolds (1 P. Wms, 181). There were three periods in that history. 
First came the consideration that trade should be free, and every ™ 
straint on it had to be justified. If the covenant were so limited as to 
afford no more than a reasonable protection to the purchase! 
employer's business, the special trade advantage was held to take 
case out of the general rule. At a later time, political economists 
taught that the interference of the State should be reduced to 4 
minimum, and that liberty, including absolute freedom of contract, w4* 
everything. Under the dominion of such considerations, the decis 
in favour of restrictive covenants reached their nigh-water mark : 7° 
v. Tullis (1853, 1 Ell. & Bl. 391). The tendency was commented on )y 
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all the judges in the Court of Appeal in the Nordenfelt case (1893, 1 


Ch. 630) and its history summarized by Lord Macnaghten in the same 
case (1894, A. C. 535). In that judgment there first emerged a third 
consideration, which might be called regard for the weaker party as 
such, or paternal consideration. It appeared again in Leng v. Anderson 
(1909, 1 Ch. 763), Mason v. Provident Clothing and Supply Co., and 
Eastes v. Russ (supra). But all through the courts had held by the 
test stated by Parke, B., in Mallan v. May (11 M. & W. 653). His 
lordship thought the covenant could be severed, and the clause against 
being concerned or assisting in the sale or manufacture of pulley blocks, 
&c., or parts thereof, omitted. So severed, he thought the covenant 
was not too wide to be enforced. He held, therefore, that the appeal 
ought to be allowed. 
Joyce, J., who observed that the plaintiffs evidently wanted to 
prevent the plaintiff from using in any other employer's service the 
skill and knowledge he had acquired in theirs, and had claimed that 
their methods of organization were trade secrets—a claim that could not 
be justified, delivered judgment dismissing the appeal.—Counskn, 
Sir R. Finlay, K.C., Walter, K.C., and Kerly, K.C.; Romer, K.C., 
and W. R. Sheldon. Soricirors, Ward, Perks, a: Terry; Pettiver & 

Pearkes. 
[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ROBSON ». THE PREMIER OIL AND PIPE LINE CO. (LIM.). 
Sargant, J. 30th and 3lst March, 1915. 


War—ALien Enemy SHAREHOLDERS OF ENGLISH Company—Ricur To 
Vore aT MEeTINGs—GERMAN BANKING CoRPORATION—LONDON BRANCH 
Tuereor—Limitep Licence to BrRancH To CARRY ON WITH A View 
to Winpinc-up Brancn Business—TRADING WITH THE Enemy Act, 
1914 (4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 87), s. 1, suB-sectiIon 2—TRADING WITH THE 
Enemy PROCLAMATION, No. 2, Crause 6. 


By the common law of England an alien enemy's right of voting in 
respect of shares in an English company is suspended during war. 
Where an enemy banking corporation has a branch in this country 
which has received from the Crown a limited licence to carry on with 
a view to bringing the business of such branch to an end, clause 6 of 
the Trading with the Enemy Proclamation, No. 2, which provides “ that 
where an enemy has a branch locally situated in British, allied, or 
neutral territery, not being neutral te rritory in Europe, transactions 
by or with such branch shall not be treated as transactions by or with 
an enemy,”’ does not give such branch the right to exercise the power 
of voting in respect of shares held by the branch for the German cor 
poration in English companies. 

Lord Stowell’s dictum in The Hoop (1 Ch. Rob. 196) applied. 

The Panariellos (ante, p. 399) Adivaed. 


This was a motion by W. Robson on behalf of the shareholders of 
the defendant company, other than the defendants who had been newly 
appointed directors of the company, asking for a declaration that the 
five defendants had not been validly appointed directors of the com 
pany, in order to prevent them from acting till the trial of the action. 
The question was whether Sir Frank Crisp, the chairman of the meet 
ing called to appoint directors of the company, had been right in reject 
ing votes in respect of a large block of shares tendered by proxy on 
behalf of a German corporation called Direction des Disconto Gesell 
schaft. If the votes had been admitted other persons would have been 
elected. The main question was one of very great importance, and 
without authority, as to whether during the War an alien enemy could 
exercise the right ot voting at meetings of an English company. There 
was another question of somewhat less importance, as to whether the 
right could be exercised on behalf of a branch of the enemy corpora 
tion, which branch had a limited licence to carry on, with a view to 
bringing their business branch to an end, on the ground that such trade 
was brought within the exception in clause 6 of the Trading with the 
Enemy Proclamation, No. 2, for this purpose, among others. Clause 6 
is as follows : ‘‘ Provided always that where an enemy has a branch 
loc ally situated in British, allied, or neutral territory, not being neutral 
territory in Europe, transactions by or with such branch shall not be 
treated as transactions by or with an enemy."’ Many cases were 
referred to. Cur. adv. vult. 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, in the course of a long con- 
sidered judgment, said : It is contended that there is nothing in the 
Trading witn the Enemy Act and proclamation thereunder prohibiting 
this German bank from exercising their right of voting, and that the 
Act and Proclamation should be taken as exhaustive. In my judgment 
mere silence in the Act and Proclamation is not sufficient to relieve 
the enemy from any prohibition at common law. The authorities are 
against the contention that all that is forbidden at common law is 
casual intercourse or trading, and that exercise of a right incidental 
to property such as a right to vote is not forbidden: see The 
Panariellos (supra). All intercourse is forbidden at common law (see 
the remarks of Lord Stowell in The Hoop (1 Ch. Rob. 196), and this 
view was upheld the other day in the Court of Appeal in Rez v. 
London County Council (138 L. T. Journal, 477). In the court below in 
that case the Lord Chief Justice based his judgment rather on the 
Meapacity in the alien enemy to give a proxy in respect of shares in 
an English company. On the other part tne Proclamation clearly can 


got it, It is not suggested that the moneys of the bank advanced were 
not the moneys of the German bank.—Counset, Gore Browne, K.C., 
and Fairfax Lurmoore; Martelli, K.C., and H. BE. Wright; G. M. 
Simmonds, Soricitors, Mayo, Elder & Co.; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, 
ad Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-faw_] 


Re DAVIES. LLOYD ve. THE CARDIGAN COUNTY COUNCIL. 
Neville, J. 17th February. 
Wiut—Crariry—Grirt To0 VICAR AND HIS SUCCESSORS—CHARITABLE GIFT 

—Conpiti0on aS TO Repatn or Toma—Poticre Suprrannvuation Funp 
InvaLip ConpiTt10oN—IpentTITY—DkstTINnaTION OF THE FuND—UN 

CERTAINTY—Potice Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 45), ss. 1, 2, 7, 14, 

16, 18, 19, 22, 30. 33, 36, aND Scuxvures I. anp III. 

Where there was a gift toa vicar and his successora of money for the 
upkeep of a grave, with a condition that on default of such upkeep at 
any time there should be a gift over to a non-charitable object, it was 
held that the gift was a good charitable gift, but that the condition was 
bad, and accordingly the vicar and his successors took the gift as an 
accretion to the endowment of the living 

Re Tyler, Tyler r. Tyler (1891, 3 ('A. 252), followed. . 

1 gift to a ‘*‘ police superannuation fund”’ is not a au fficre ntly clear 
indication of an intention to benefit the “ Police Pensions Fund 

If such words are a sufficiently olear indication of an intention lo 
benefit the ‘ Police Pensions Fund,’ then the “ Police Pensions 
Fund,’ not, being a charity, the gift fails. 

A gift of residue to the Pelice Superannuation Fund of the Cardigan 
shire Constabulary failed, because there was no such institution. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine whether a gift to the 
Vicar of Cilcennin and his successors of £50, upon condition that with 
the income therefrom, they kept a certain grave in good repair, with 
a gift over of the £50 if they failed to do so to the Superannuation 
Fund of the Cardiganshire Constabulary, was a good charitable 
bequest, and ought it in any and what event to be paid over to the Car 
digan County Council. The testator also left the residue to the Super 
annuation Fund of the Cardigagshirs Constabulary. There was no 
such fund as the Superannuation Fund of the Cardiganshire Con 
stabulary, but there was a ‘‘ Police Pensions Fund,”’ established under 
the Police Act, 1890. Tne deceased was himself a member of the Car 
diganshire Constabulary, and was in receipt of a pension under the 
Police Act, 1890. On behalf of the Cardiganshire County Council, the 
case of Re Good, Harrington v. Watts (1905, 2 Ch, 60) was relied on, as 
shewing that this was a good charitable gift to the Police I ensions 
Fund. The case of Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891, 3 Ch 252), was 
relied on as shewing that the gift to the vicar and his successors was 
a good gift, and could be enforced. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : On the first point, the case 
of Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891, 3 Ch. 252), is authority for saying 
that there is a good charitable bequest of the income of the £50 to the 
Vicar of Cilcennin and his successors as an accretion to the endowment 
of the living, but in my judgment the testator has not suffi iently in 

dicated the object he intended to benefit by the gift over The con 

dition attaching to the gift is not binding, because it is a gift over 
at any time to a non-charitable object, and offends the perpetuity 
rnle, and consequently the gift over, should they fail to carry out the 
conditions, is bad. As to the gift of residue, the object is not suffi 

ciently indicated. I cannot say that the testator intended by his 
words to benefit the pensions fund created under the Act, but in any 
event the gift would not necessarily be confined to the relief of super 

annuated policemen. There is no authorization under that Act to 
receive augmentations of the fund. Even if = fund Sete —— 
i ta charitable gift; therefore the residue is undisposed of anc 

ir < Hig eet next-of-kin.—CounseL, WAitmore Richards ; 
Ernest Evans; A. B. Marten. Sorscrrors, Busk, Mellor, & Norris, for 
D. Lloyd & Son, Lampeter, Pontstephen ; Watkine, Pulleyne, & Ellison, 
for Roberta da Evans, Aberystwyth. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law,] 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 9th April contains the following 

1. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 7th April (printed below) relating 
to insurance of wood cargoes from Sweden. 

A Supplement to the London Gazette of 13th April contains the 








a en in Council, dated 13th April (printed below ), amending 
the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914. 
3. An Order in Council, dated 13th April (printed below), amending 
the Aliens Restriction (Consolidation) Order, 1914. ¥ 
4. An Order in Council, dated 13th April, whereby it is ordered as 
folow in t the whole of the spaces in British steamships 
tm engaged in trading betwee. any port or ports in the Com 
, Australia or in the Dominion of New Zealand, 
ort or ports in the United Kingdom shall 


insulated 


monwealth of 
respectively, and any } 





hot give the branch the right to vote if the German corporation has not 





be and is hereby until further ordered, requisitioned by and on 





Setiietesiec 
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behalf of His Majesty for the carriage of such produce from any 
rt or ports in the Commonwealth of Australia and in the 
Yominion of New Zealand 
And directions are given to the Board of Trade and the correspond- 
ing authorities in Australia and New Zealand for giving effect to the 
Order. 








Wood Cargoes from Sweden. 
Foreign Office, April 7, 1915. 
Ta 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs has been informed by His 
Majesty's Minister at Stockholm that, according to an official announce 
ment published in that Capital on the 23rd ultimo, wood cargoes from 
Sweden will in future be granted war risk insurance whatever their 
destination. This affects all wood goods which were not considered 
contraband by Germany prior to the issue of the German order of 
23rd November last.* 


*See London Gazette of Tuesday, 22nd December, 1914. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL 


Defence of the Realm. 


Whereas by an Order in Council dated the 28th day of November, 
1914, His Majesty was pleased to make Regulations (called the 
Defence of tae Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914), under the 
Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 1914, for securing the public 
safety and the defence of the Realm : 


And whereas the said Regulations have been amended by an Order 


in Council dated the 23rd March, 1915 : 


And whereas it is expedient further to amend the said Regulations 
in manner hereinafter appearing : 


Now, therefore, &c., it is hereby ordered, that the following amend 
ments be made in the said Regulations as so amended :-— 


1. The following Regulation shall be inserted after Regulation 14 :— 


14a. Where the Admiralty are of opinion that in view of the 
public safety or the defence of the realm, it is desirable to impose 
restrictions on persons proceeding to or from ports in any 
outlying islands forming part of the United Kingdom, the Secre- 
tary of State may by Order direct that persons on ships entering 
or leaving any such ports specified in the Order shall be subject to 
such restrictions as may be so specified, including such requirements 
as to the possession of permits as may be so specified, and if any 
person fails to comply with any such directions or requirements 
he shall be guilty of an offence against these Regulations. 


2. In Regulation 41, after the words ‘‘or any badge supplied or 
authorised by the Admiralty or Army Council"’ (inserted therein by 
the said Order in Council of the 23rd March, 1915), there shall be 
inserted the words ‘‘or by any police or other official authority.”’ 

3. At the end of paragraph (10) of Regulation 56 the following words 
shall be added :— 

‘and if he is to be tried by a civil court with a jury, may in 
England and Ireland without any warrant from a justice of the 
peace be detained in any of His Majesty's prisons as a person 
committed for trial for felony, until thence delivered in due course 
of law, and an order to that effect in the form set out in Part III. 
of the schedule to these Regulations shail, if application is made 
for the purpose, be made by a competent naval or military 
authority."’ i 

4. There shall Part 
Regulations the following form :— 


= 


be added as to the schedule to the said 
To the Governor of His Majesty's Prison at 

Whereas it has been determined in accordance with the Defence 
of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, Number 56, that 
A.2. suspected of having committed offences against the said Regu- 
lations and now in military custody shall be tried by a civil court 
with a jury instead of by a court martial ; 

Now, I, the undersigned, being the competent [naval or] mili 
tary authority within the meaning of the said Regulations, do 
hereby request and require you to receive the said A.B. into His 
Majesty's prison aforesaid and therein to detain him as a prisoner 
committed to the said prison for trial for felony, and produce him, 
as and when required, for the purpose of his said trial by a civil 
court with a jury, and until he be delivered from your custody in 
due course of law. : . 

(Signed) 


Competent [Naval er] Military Authority 
Dated this 
13th April 


day of 


, 1915 
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ORDER IN COUNCIL. 


Aliens Restriction. 


Whereas by the Aliens Restriction (Consolidation) Order, 1914 (here 
inafter referred to as the principal Order), His Majesty has been 
pleased to impose restrictions upon aliens and to make various regula 
tions for carrying those restrictions into effect : 

And whereas it is expedient to amend the principal Order in manner 
hereinafter appearing : 

Now, therefore, &c., it is hereby ordered as follows :— 

Requirements as to passports, &c., in the case of alien passengers. 

1.—(1) After the twenty-fifth day of April, nineteen hundred and 
fifteen, an alien coming from, or oe to proceed to, any place 
out of the United Kingtom as a passenger shall not, without the special 
vermission of a Secretary of State, land or embark at any port in the 

Jnited Kingdom unless he has in his possession a passport issued to 
him not more than two years previously by or on behalf of the govern 
ment of the country of which he is a subject or a citizen, or some 
other document satisfactorily establishing his nationality and identity, 
to which passport or document there must be attached a photograph of 
the alien to whom it relates 

(2) Where any such special permission of a Secretary of State has 
been granted subject to any conditions, and the person to whom it is 
granted fails to comply with any such condition, he shall be deemed 
to be guilty of a contravention of the principal Order. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article the expression ‘ passenger” 
includes any person carried on a ship other than the master and 
persons employed in the working or service of the =. 

(4) This Article shall have effect as if it were included in Part [ 
of the principal Order, and that Order shall have effect according!) 

Requirements as to passports. 

2.—(1) After the twenty-fifth day of April, nineteen hundred and 
fifteen, an alien shall not, without the special permission of the 
registration officer, enter any prohibited area unless he has in his 
possession a passport issued to him not more than two years previously 
by or on behalf of the government of the country of which he is » 
subject or citizen, or some other document satisfactorily establishing 
his nationality and identity, to which passport or document there 
must be attached a photograph of the alien to whom it relates : 

Provided that where an alien is at the date of this Order resident in 
a prohibited area this provision shall not prevent him entering that 
area so long as his residence is in that area. 

(2) Where any such special permission of a registration officer has 
been granted subject to any conditions, and the person to whom it is 
granted fails to comply with any such condition, he shall be deemed 
to be guilty of a contravention of the principal Order. 

(3) This Article shall have effect as if it were included in Part II. 
of the principal Order, and that Order shall have effect accordingly 

Registers of aliens to be kept by hotel keepers, &c. 

3.—(1) After the twenty-fifth day of April, nineteen hundred 
and fifteen, it shall be the duty of the keeper of every 
hotel, inn, boarding-house, and lodging-house, to ascertain and 
enter in a register kept for the purpose the names and nationality 
of all persons over the age of fourteen years staying at the hotel, inn, 
boarding-house, or lodging-house, who are aliens, together with the 
dates of their arrival and departure, their destinations on departure, 
and such other particulars as may be prescribed by a Secretary of 
State, and if the keeper of an hotel, inn, boarding-house, or lodging 
house, fails to do so, or if he makes any entry in any such register 
which he knows or could by the exercise of reasonable diligence have 
ascertained to be false, he shall be deemed to be guilty of a contraven 
tion of the principal Order. 

(2) The keeper of every hotel, inn, boarding-house, or lodging-house, 
shall also, if directions for the purpose are issued by a Secretary of 
State, make to the registration officer of the registration district in 
which the hotel, inn, boarding-house, or lodging-house, is situate, 
such returns as to the particulars aforesaid, at such times or intervals, 
and in such form as may be specified in such directions, and if he 
fails to do so, or makes any false return, he shall be deemed to be 
guilty of a contravention of the principal Order. 

(3) It shall be the duty of every person who stays at an hotel, inn, 
boarding-house, or lodging-house, to furnish to the keeper thereof 
and sign a statement containing such information as such keeper may 
require for the purpose of compiling such register as aforesaid, and 
if any person fails to do so, or gives any false information, he shall 
be deemed to be guilty of a contravention of the principal Order. 

(4) Every register kept under this Article shall, at all reasonable 
hours, be open to inspection by any officer of police, or by any other 
person authorised by a Secretary of State. 

(5) For the purposes of this Article the expression ‘‘ keeper of 4 
lodging-house ’’ shall include any person who for reward receives any 
other person to lodge with him or in his house, and where any notel, 
inn, boarding-house, or lodging-house, is under the management of 4 
manager the expression ‘‘keeper’’ shall in relation thereto include 
such manager. 

(6) This Article shall have effect as if it were included in Part II. 
of the principal Order, and that Order shall have effect accordingly. 
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THe MIDDLESEX HOsPITAL 
ITs RESPONSIBILITIES ARE GREAT AND Must BE Met 





nd 
he 


sly 


April 17, 1915. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 
a h_OONSS SSO 


: Short title. 
4. This Order may be cited as the Aliens Restriction (Amendment) 
Order, 1915. 
13th April. 


—_—_——= 


Intermediate Spring Assizes. 


Crown Office, April 7. 

Days and places appointed for holding the Intermediate Spring 

Assizes, 1915 :— 
NORTHERN CIRCUIT. 

Mr. Justice Coleridge. 

Mr. Justice Sankey. 
Monday, 12th April, at Liverpool (Civil and Criminal) 
Monday, 3rd May, at Manchester (Civil and Criminal). 


NORTH-EASTERN CIRCUIT. 
Mr. Justice Lush. 
Mr. Justice Shearman. 
Monday, 3rd May, at Leeds (Civil and Criminal). 


NOTICE. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900 
(63 anv 64 Vict. c. 62). 
Addition to the List of Stocks under Section 2. 

Pursuant to Section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under- 
mentioned Stock registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom :— 


Tasmanian Government 44 per cent. Inscribed Stock, 1935. 
The restrictions mentioned in Section 2, sub-section (2) of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see Colonial Stock Act, 
1900, Section 2). 
Treasury Chambers, S.W., 10th April, 1915. 


Trading with the Enemy. 


The Lord Chancellor has directed that all applications under the 
Trading with the Enemy Acts shall be assigned to and marked with 
the name of the Honourable Mr. Justice Younger. 








Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Society, 
Chancery-lane, on the 14th inst., Mr. Alfred Davenport in the chair, 
the other directors present being Messrs. J. Field Beale, W. C. Blandy 
(Reading), G. H. Bower, L. B. Carslake, T. S. Curtis, W. Dowson, 
H. Fulton (Salisbury), C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, L. W. North Hickley, 
€. G. May, Maurice A. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie and W. M. Walters. 
Grants to the amount of £415 were made to poor and deserving cases ; 


[Vol. 59.] 415 


ROYAL EXCHANGE 


ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D. 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, MOTOR CAR, PLATE 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, ANNUITIES, LIVE STOCK, LIFT, BOILER, 
BURCLARY, THIRD PARTY, FIDELITY CUARANTEES, 


The Gerporation will act as 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 








Full Prospectus on clintinntion ts the Secretary, 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 














Trading With the Enemy. 


At the Guildhall, on Monday, before Alderman Sir William Dunn, 
says the 7imes, Samuel Wechster, a naturalised British subject, was 
summoned at the instance of the Director of Public Prosecutions to 
answer charges of agreeing to trade with an enemy country and of 
attempting to trade with the enemy in the purchase of typewriter pads 
from Messrs. Horn & Gorwitz, of Berlin. 

Mr. Harold Pearce, for the prosecution, said that the defendant was 
Continental manager to the Yost Typewriter Company (Limited), Hol- 
born-viaduct, and the charge against him was founded substantially 
on a letter which he wrote on behalf of the company on 29th January 
to Mr. Olof Thorelli, the Stockholm agent. In that letter the question 
of obtaining typewriter pads was discussed, and the defendant wrote 
that he had no objection to their being obtained from Messrs. Horn & 
Gorwitz. This letter was stopped by the Censor and sent to the 
Home Office 

The defendant, on being asked by the Home Office for an explanation, 
said that Messrs. Horn & Gorwitz owed the company between £2,000 
and £3,000, and the company proposed to get the pads from them 
as a set-off. Having been told that he must first obtain a licence, he 
at once made a formal application, but the licence had not been granted 
pending the taking of proceedings. 

Mr. Pollock, K.C., for the defence, submitted that the offence, if 
any, was technical. For all practical purposes the Yost typewriter 
was an American machine. Mr. Thorelli wrote from Stockholm that 
he had a difficulty in getting pads, and suggested that he should order 
them from Germany. The defendant replied that he had no objection, 
and what was really intended was that the Stockholm branch was to 
get the pads and pro tanto London was to be relieved of a certain 
amount of indhtedions to it. This was not an instance of assisting 





thirteen new members were admitted, and other general business | 


transacted. 


“ The Wilhelmina” Case. 


It is, says the Jimes, stated that an agreement has been arrived at 








| 
| 
| 


between the British Government and the owners of the cargo of The | 


Wilhelmina, the United States ship which has been detained at Fal- 
mouth since 9th February. The Government has agreed to ‘pay the 
owners prices which would have Leen obtained in Hamburg for the 
cargo; also damage and demurrage for the detention of the vessel, and 
all responsible expenses incurred in connection with the matter. 

The damages are to be assessed by a referee to be nominated by Sir 
Edward Grey and Mr. Page, the American Ambassador. The pro- 
ceedings are to be quite informal, and the case will be withdrawn from 
the Prize Court, where an agreement was hinted at on Tuesday. 

The probability of this settlement was indicated in the Times of 

ednesday in its report of the case being mentioned to Sir Samuel 
Evans. It will be recalled that there has never been any question of 

permanent seizure of the hull, but only of the cargo of food of 
The Wilhelmina. The settlement, in fact, follows the Fines indicated 
in the notes of Sir Edward Grey to Mr. Page of 10th and 19th Feb- 
ruary, in which a definite assurance was given that an indemnity would 
© paid for the cargo if it were found to be contraband. 
he Wilhelmina left New York for Hamburg on 23rd January with 
& cargo of provisions consigned to an American in Germany. It was 
claimed by the shippers that the food was exclusively for the civilian 
Population in Germany, but as the German Government had issued a 
whereby it assumed the control ot all foodstuffs in the country 
the British Government held that the cargo came within the category 
of conditional contraband. It was after The Wilhelmina had_ been 
Mized that the German Government excepted imports from the decree 





to increase the resources of the enemy, but really the other way round 
Sir William agreed that the offence was purely technical, and imposed 
a fine of £5, with £10 costs 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on 24th and 25th 
March, 1915: 

A Candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the Examination at 
the same time. 

" PASSED. 
Middleton, Harold. 
Nash, Frederick Edmund. 


Singleton, Ernest Hugh. 
Watkins, David William, 


Campbell, Colin. 

Folkes, Alfr ed John. 
Franklin, Harold Lambourn. 
Marshall, Angus. 

Mason, William James. 


Tue Fottow1inc Canprpates HAVE Passep THE Lecat Portion Onty :— 


Metters, John Duncan. 


ries. Daniel Edwin. 
aoe, Nash, Herbert Mason. 


Davis, Charles Herbert ‘ 
Failes, Collingwood Christopher. Whalley, Thomas Davenport. 


Johnson, Basil Henry, B.A. Willey, Norman Charles Beres- 
(Oxon). ford, 
Number of candidates, 39; passed, 17. 
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Tue Fottow1ne CANDIDATES HAVE Passep THe Trust ACCOUNTS AND 


BooKKEEPING PORTION ONLY :— 


Bathurst, James Richard Cort. 
Beard, Walter Frederick, 
Bewley, Herbert Neville, B.A. 
(Oxon.). 
Bygott, Edward. 
Cunliffe, Denis. 
Cracknell, Hartley 
Herbert. 
Fullalove, Alan Lindsey, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.). 

Guest, Charles Henry Travers. 
Harvey, Edward William Ma: 
shal] 
Harrison, 
Crisp. 
Hodge, Horace Redmore. 
Howard, George Mihill. 


Christopher 


William Frede1 ick 


Jenkins, David. 

Kay, William. 

King, Edwin Horatio Herschell. 

McFall, Cyril Skelton. 

Mellor, Arnold, B.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab.). 

Morell, Israel. 

Morgan, Bertram William Price. 

O'Meara, Aubrey Ivor. 

Roberts, Douglas Leslie. 

Simpson, Wilfrid Henry. 

Sudiow, John. 

Troath, Walter Arnold. 

Vaudrey, Hugh John Kevilin, 
LL.B. (Manchester). 

Wills, Thomas. 


Number of candidates, 48; passed, 35. 
sy Order of the Council, 


E. R. COOK, Secretary. 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 9th April, 1915. 


FINAL EXAMINATION. 
The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Final Examination held on 22nd and 23rd March, 


1915 : 

Bancroft, George Raymond 
Beeston, LL.B. (Victoria) 

Banks, Edgar Haslam. 

Barber, Cyril Arthur, B.A. (Can 
tab. }. 

Barrie, Andrew, LL.B. (London). 

Bell, Sydney James 

Bingham, Leonard. 

Bond, Hubert Samuel Emery. 

Bray, Reginald Davies. 

Cant, George Charles Victor. 

Cochrane, Robert James, B.A. 
(Oxon). 

Cox, John Ernest 

Crabtree, James Parke: 

Crowther, James 

Drinkwater, Charles France. 

Evans, John Richard, B.A. (Can 
tab), LL.B. (Wales) 

Fletcher, Ernest’ William Shaw, 
LL.B. (London). 

Hainsworth, Walter 

Henderson, Gordon Alfred. 


Ingham, Reginald Thomas. 

Irving, Gilmour Dundas. 

Jones, Ivor Godfrey. 

Lawrence, Idwa] Thomas. 

McFarlane, James Alexander 

Marsham, John George. 

Park, Albert Barton, 

Parker, Trevor James Mordaunt 
Baron. 

Pattie, John George Leslie. 

Richards, William John. 

Semken, William Richard. 

Sprinz, William Philip Henry. 

Stanton, Harold Westwood, B.A. 
(London). 

Stapylton-Smith, Henry Miles. 

Steen, Royston Dunbar. 

Storrs, James Parker, B.A. (Can- 
tab), LL.B. (Victoria). 

Turnbull, Noél, B.A. (Oxon.) 

White, Montague Adelbert Fred 
erick Hamilton. 

Willmott, Maurice Gordon 


Number of candidates, 51; passed, 37. 


THE SHEFFIELD PRIZE. 
(Founded by Arthur Wightman, Esq.) 


The Council have awarded the above Prize to Sydney James Bell, who 
served his articles of Clerkship to Mr. Ernest Hadfield, of the firm of 
Messrs. Mawdsley & Hadfield, of Southport. 

By Order of the Council, 


E. R. COOK, Secretary. 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 9th April, 1915. 


Legal News. 
General. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday, in answer to Mr. Booth. 
Mr. J. M. Robertson stated that British Dyes (Limited) had gone to 
allotment, the number of shares allotted to date being 630,452. 


Lord Haldane presided at a Red Cross concert given at Auchterarder 
last Saturday nigat by Belgian wounded soldiers who are recuperating 


at Cloan, the Lord Chancellor's Scottish home. Lord Haldane said 
that when the history of the war came to be written he believed that 
the name of King Albert would go down among those of the great 
heroes. His position was that of a man who had chosen the highest 
course. It would have been easy for him last July to have said to 
Germany, ‘‘You can march through my country, and I shall trust 
to you to indemnify me for any damage done."’ Or he might have 
taken a course apparently more stiff, but also less attended with risk, 
and said to Germany, “I must fight you by putting up a sham fight.”’ 
That was not the course King Albert pursued. He and his people 
recognized that they were fignting for their sacred rights, and put 
the whole of their courage and their fortunes at stake against the 
Germans. The mills ground slowly but surely, and there were those 
of them who hoped they would see Belgium a greater aad stronger 
country than ever, and make a history which would entitle it to take 
rank among the heroic nations - 
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The King has, by Letters Patent bearing date the 12th inst., con- 
ferred the dignity of a baron of the United Kingdom on the Right 
Hon. Sir Henry Burton Buckley, Kt., late a Lord Justice of Appeal, 
and the heirs male of his body lawfully begotten, by the name, style, 
and title of Baron Wrenbury, of Old Castle, in the county of Sussex. 

Mr. Justice Younger, the Judge of the Chancery Division appointed 
in the place of Mr. Justice Warrington, took his seat in court on Tues. 
day for the first time since his elevation to the bench. The court 
wag crowded with King’s Counsel and members of the bar and of the 
general public. 

Mr. Richard John Bowerman, of Pembridge-square, Bayswater, W., 
and of Killilan, Ross and Cromarty, N.B., solicitor, late of Messrs, 
Gamlen, Bowerman, & Forward, of Gray’s Inn-square, W.C., a 
director of the British Law Fire Insurance Company, joint treasurer 
of the Bishgp of London’s Fund, who died on 16th February last, 
aged sixty-eight, left estate of the gross value of £235,025, of which 
the net personalty has been sworn at £87,460. He left £500 to each 
of two clerks, £ to another clerk, and £3,000 to his partner, Charles 
Ridge Forward, as well as legacies to in- and out-door domestic ser- 
vants. He also left the residue of his property upon trust for his 
wife during widowhood, and subject thereto, £1,000 each to the 
Bishop of London’s Fund and the Working Ladies’ Guild, £500 each 
to the London Hospital and the Bridewell and Bethlem Hospital, and 
£250 to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


At Epsom Petty Sessions on Monday, says the Times, the justices 
heard applications for permission to sell drink on Epsom Downs during 
the races. One licence was granted for the grand stand and one for 
the club stand, but an application for a licence for the paddock was 
not granted. The chairman said that the justices had decided in 
private that it should not be granted. A number of licensees who 
have in former years been granted several licences to sell from booths 
and vans were now granted only one licence each for booths, and none 
for vans. The applications of fresh applicants were refused. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday Sir H. Dalziel asked 
whether the Government had taken or intended to take any action 
with regard to the declared intention of the German Government to 
treat British officers as ordinary prisoners in reprisal for our treat- 
ment of submarine murderers. Mr. Primrose: On seeing the para- 
graph on this subject yesterday, we requested Mr. Page to telegraph 
to Mr. Gerrard to find out what truth there was in this report. We 
have not yet had a reply. If this report is true, we can only hope 
that these prisoners will be treated as well in Germany as the crews 
of German submarines are in this country. 

Mr. Montagu Sharpe, charging the Grand Jury at the Middlesex 
Sessions last Saturday, said there were only six cases for them to 
consider, as against an average at previous sessions of from thirty to 
thirty-five. He found that ever since the court had been sitting, for 
a period of three centuries, they had never, with the exception of the 
year 1889, had so few cases at any one sescsions. The cause was 
abnormal, and the reasons were fairly apparent. Patriotism existed 
in the breasts of the worst men, and the professional criminal had 
gone to serve his country. Then, as to the case of the man who com- 
mitted a crime through want or sudden temptation, civil distress 
arising out of the war was non-existent. As regarded women, many 
were receiving separation allowances and were in a better financial 
position than before. 

In the Patents Court on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, an application 
was made by Mme. Chevillard, of Regent-street, W., for the sus- 
pension in her favour of the trade mark of ‘‘Odol,” held by a 
German firm. The applicant, who was not present, had made 4 
declaration that she had the formula for making the article and was 
manufacturing it in Paris; that the liquid was made in Germany and 
sent over nere for bottling; and that if it were sold in a different 
name the British purchaser would be deceived. Counsel, who opposed 
on behalf of the English house of the trade-mark owners, said the 
declaration was entirely inaccurate. The plain English of it was that 
the applicant wanted to rob tne ownets of this mark of the large 
amount of money they had spent in advertising, and at the same 
time to deceive the public into the belief that they were getting the 
original ‘‘Odol.’’ The Comptroller said he would report the matter 
to the Board of Trade, and if they thought it desirable to have 
further evidence they would say so. 


The death took place on Thursday, tne 8th inst., at his residence, 
Fiixton Hall, Bungay, of Sir Frederick Edward Shafto Adair, fourth 
baronet. Sir Frederick Adair, who was born in 1860, says the 7'imes, 
was tenant for life of the ‘‘ King’s Clogg,’’ a rent-charge and annuity 
of £400 a year, which from its creation in the reign of Charles I. 
until 1905 was paid by the New River Company to him and his pre- 
decessors in title. King James I. agreed to pay half the cost of 4 
scheme for bringing water to London from springs in Essex and Hert- 
fordshire, Sir Hugh Myddleton and other persons afterwards called 
the ‘‘Adventurers’’ sharing the expense. The King’s moiety was 
conveyed by Charles I. in 1631 to Sir Hugh Myddleton and his heirs 
and assigns, and by the covenant referring to this bargain was create 
‘the Crown or King’s Clogg.”” The Clogg was assigned by William 
III. to one Dennis Cooling, and in course of time passed to Sit 
Frederick. His right to receive the annuity from the Metropolitan 
Water Board was confirmed in an action held before Mr. Justice 
Warrington in 1908, and was subsequently upheld in the Court of 
Appeal. 
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In the House of Commons on Wednesday Mr. Peto asked whether 
the Government intended to extend the list of absolute contraband 
to raw cotton and cotton yarns, and, if not, what was the reason for 
the distinction between woo] and wvollen yarns and cotton and cotton 
yarns. Mr. Primrose said that after careful consideration it was 
found that the military advantages to be gained by declaring cotton 
contraband were insufficient to render such a step expedient. The 
reasotis Were given in answer to the hon. member for East Nottingham 
some time ago. 

At the Liverpool Assizes on Wednesday, says the J'imes, befor 
Mr. Justice Sankey and a special jury, the action was concluded in 
which Ernest Douglas Siddall, solicitor, claimed £55 in lieu of suffi 
cient notice of termination of employment, and also damages for libel. 
The defendants were the Wallasey Corporation, in whose service the 
plaintiff had been for some time as assistant solicitor. The plaintifi 
claimed six months’ notice, but the defendants pleaded that the one 
month’s notice given was an agreed notice. With regard to the 
alleged libel, which related to a resolution of the Finance Committee 
terminating the service of tue plaintiff, and which appeared in the 
council agenda sent to members of the council and the local news 
papers, the defendants denied that they published it, and, if they 
did so, it was on a privileged occasion, and alternatively they said 
it was true in substance and in fact. The jury found ‘for the de 
feundants on the question of wrongful dismissal and for the plaintiff 
on the libel. and awarded £250 damages. His lordsnip awarded the 
defendants costs in the action for wrongful dismissal. With regard 
to the libel he granted stay of execution on the corporation paying 


£100 into court. 








The next examination of candidates for admission into the Society 
of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors will be held on 1st, 2nd and 
3rd June. 








toyaL ExcHANGr AssuRANCE.—At a court of directors, held to-day, 
the directors decided to recommend the general court, to be held on the 
2th instant, to declare a further dividend of 6 per cent., 
income tax, making 10 per cent. for the year 1914 


lree of 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“Oxford ’’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes” and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The ‘‘ Oxford ’’ is only genuine when connected with the 
name of WILLIAM Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone : City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ROTA, No. JOYCE, NEVILLE. 
Monday, April 12 Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday ...... 13 Bloxam Charch Leach Synge 
Wednesday .. 14 Jolly Farmer Greswell Bloxam 
Th GT coco 15 Borrer Bloxam olly Goldschmidt 
Friday ...... 16 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Leach 
Saturday .... 17 Leach Jolly Synge Church 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. YOUNGER. 

Mr. Church Mr. Leach 
Farmer Goldschmidt 
Goldschmidt Church 
Leach Greswell 
Borrer Jolly 
Greswell Borrer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. EVE. SARGANT. 
Monday, April 12 Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday .... 13 Greswell Jolly 
14 Borrer Synge 
Synge Farmer 
Farmer Church 
Bloxam Goldschmidt 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1915. 
COURT OF APPEAL. Wednesday, 14th April—Final Appeals 
Aprgzat Cover I. from the King’s Bench Division wil! be 
Tuesday, 13:h April—Exparte Applica- taken and continued until farther 
tions, Original Motions and Interlocu- | notice. 
tory Appeals from the Chancery, | 
Probate aus Deveses Divisions, and 
cery Fi Ap "s if necessary. 
Wednesday, 14th April — Chancery Final 
Appeals will be taken aud continued 
watil farther notice. 


Arrzat Covrr II. 
Tuesday, 13th April—Exparte Applica- 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Cuaxcery Cover III. 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


) | Except when other Business is advertised 
tions, Original Motions and Interlocu- in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
tory Appoals from the King’s Bench Joyce will take Oauses for Tria with 
Division. Wunesses throughout the Sittings. 





Cuayceny Covarr IV. 
Ma. Justice NEVILLE. 

T*e Businees in this Court (except wh: 
ctherwise advertised) will be takes a* 
follows: 

Mondays ........ Sitting in chambers 
j Companies Acts and non 
( wit hist 
. Far con and non-wit list 

Non-wit list 
§ Mota, sht causes, pets and 
“¢ non-wit list 


Tuesdays 
Wednesdays 
Thursdays 
Fridays 


There will be no Sitting on Saturdays; 
the Court will ait from 101§ to 445 
other days. 


Logp Cmanxcetior's Covrr, 
Mr. Justice EVE. 


§ Mots, sht caus, pets, far 

(con end non-wit ilet 
Non-wit list 

land Manchester 


Tuez., April 13 


Wednesday 14 
: § Liverpo 

Thursday ...15 } business 

Fiiday ..... 16...Mots and non-wit list 

Monday......19 . Sitting in chambers 

— oy ¢Sht caus, pets, fur con 

Tueeday “(and non-wit list 


: i Non-wit list 


Mots and non-wit list 
Sitting in chambers 
+ \S8ht caus, peta, fur con 
{ and non-wit list 

Non-wit list 
| Manchester and Liverpool 


Wednesday 
Thursday .. 
Friday 
Monday 


Tuesday 
Wednesday 
Thareday 29} business 


Friday ..... 30 ..Mots and non-wit liat 
Monday,May 3 . Sitting in chambers 
, (She caus, pets, fur c no, 
nal (and non-wit list 
Vednesday 5; 
Thursday . g ; Non-wit list 
Friday . Mots and non-wit list 
Monday......10 ..8itting in chambers 
: (Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday .....11 } and non-wit list 
Wednesday 12...Non-wit list ; 
, . qf Liverpool and Manch¢ ster 
Thursday .. 13) business 
Friday 14. Mots and non-wit | st 
Monday ...17...8itting in chambers 
( Sht caus, pets, far con, 
Tuesday .. 18 (and ae F list 
Wednesday 19... Non-wit list 
Thursday ...20...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday 21...Non-wit list 
Any cause intended to be heard as a 
short cause must be so marked in the 
cause book at least one clear day befure 
the same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be 
left in court with the judge’s clerk one 
clear day beforo the cause is to be pot 
in the paper. In default the cause wil! 
not be put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following papers on farther con 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
copy judgment and | copy master’s verti 
ticate, which must be left in court with 
the judge’s clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration is ready to 
come into the paper. » 


et petcter 


« 
Zz 


COURT OF 
SITTINGS 


EASTER 
The Appeals or other Busine 


to time, be announced in the Da y 


FROM THE CHANCERY 


DIVISION. 
Judgments Re 
General List 
Iu the Matter of Letters 
granted to John Eustace 
son & « , No 10,370 of 
and In re Patents 
Designs Acts 7 and 
cav Mai 


Patent 

Jame 
1912 
and 


1908 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI 
SION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE}, AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1913 

In re P (r Smit! les 

Smith ») generally 


| 


Cuanceay Covar V. 


Ma. Justices SARGANT. 

Except when other Business ia advertised 
n the Daily Cause List Mr. Ju tice 
Sargact will take Actions with Wit- 
resses throughout the Sittings, 

rhe Court will sit at 10.15 and rise at 
4.15 each Cay except Saturday, when 
there will be no sitting. 


Cuancery Cover Il. 


Ma. Justice ASTBURY. 

Except when other Business ie advartised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings 

There will be no Sitting on Saturdays ; 
the Court will sit till 430 on other 
days. 

Cuaxcery Covert I. 
Ma, Jvoetice YOUNGER, 

I A »» § Mots, sht cane, pete, f 
2AP US) oon, and non-wit list 
Wednescayl4 | w 
Thareday 15) N 
Friday 14 
Monday . ...19 


ur 


on-wit list 


Mots ani non-wit lint 
Sitting in chambers 
Taesday .. 20! Sht caus, peta, fur con, 

’ (and non-wit list 
Wednesday 21) Non-wit list 


Thuraday...225 

Friday..,... 25...Mote and non-wit list 
Moniday......26... Sitting in chambers 

_ o7 ) Sht caus, pets, far con, 
Tuesday +. 27} and non-wit list 
Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday 30...Mots and non-wit list 
Moa., May 3 ..Bitting in chambers 
‘Tuesday 4! Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


tand non-wit list 
Wednesday 5), wee 
Thursdav... 6§ Non-wit list 
Friday 7 
Munday lo 


Tuesday ...11 


= } Non-wit lis 


Mota ani non-wit list 
Sitting in chambers 
(Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
(and non-wit list 
Wednesday 12) : 
oie y 13 ; Non-wit list 
Friday 14... Mots and non-wit list 
Monday .....17 . Sitting in chambers 
— : j Sht caus, peta, far 
Tuesday ...18) and atnwk list 
Wednesday 19 .. Non-wit list 
Thursday ...20 .. Motes and non-wit list 
Friday ......21...Remaining matters 


con, 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the necessary papers, in- 
cluding two copies of the minutes of 
the proposed julaupent or order, must be 
left with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 

N.B.—The following -“—— further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, 1 copy 
pleodings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


APPEAL. 


oset , ill, from time 

ius Lis . 

J re an App cation, No, 349.763, 
by the Texas Co, for registra 
tion and In re the Trade Marks 


\ct 1905 o enerall 


t Loud ounty 
part heard 
chaft Fur Anili 
on jn Berlin and anr v 
venstein Id s o until after 
determinatior 
\ttorney-Gen Great 
Northern Ry Co (s o until 
after Judgt in House of Lords) 
the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Kdward Mertens, 
No. 17,198 of 1904, and In the 
Matter of the Patents and 
Designs Acts, 1907 and 1908 
(s o one week's notice ov eithe: 
side to restore) 


ne v Crocker 
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In re Alfred Maber, dex Ward v 
Maber and ors 

Attorney-Gen  v 
Shoreditch 

Read v The Stella Conduit Co (s o 
for appointment of legal pet 


sonal representativ« 


Mayor &c of 


Companies (Winding Up) 
e Compamies (Consolidation) 
Se 1908 In if 

neral Insee Co Id (s o gene 
iy) 

re Robbins Robbi Vv Pod 


ve and ors 


! 
j 
National 


bastard 
re Trade Marks & 
Tobacco Co (of Great Britain 
and Ireland) ld In re Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 % 0 lo 
Attorney tien 

In re Marlay 

Hailsham Cattle 
lolman 

ln re Malling 
Beaumont and am 


ore 


ssien \ 
of Imperial 


Rutland v Bury 


Market Co vy 


Abbey Trusts 
v Dale and 


1915 
In re A K Holland, de« 


v Sevier 


Langley 


In re Companies Consolidation 
Act, 1908 and In re CGoyt 
Spinning Co ld 

Ju re Russell Day 

to amend) 

Spinster v P Tol 


Smith v Day 
(leave 
O'Sullivan, 
chinsky 
Maddick and or v Sir Arthur 
tignold s 0 for appointment 
of tegal personal representa! 
March 2D) 

In re M Porritt dk 
Porritt and ors 

The Mayor, Aldermen 
zens of the Cit and 
Kingston-upon-Hull 
North Eastern Ry Co 

In re Walton Carrodus 
y Taylor wid ules 

Moore v The Associated Nev 
papers Id 

The London County Council vy The 
South Eastern Ry Co 

In ve William Miller, dec Brom 
ley v Miller and ors 

In re Tubbs’ Estat 
ors v Tubbs 

In re T J Barrett, dec 
Coates and ore 

In re Crosbie’s Settlement Crosbie 
and ors v Crosbie 

In re J Tongue, dec In re John 
Burton's Will Trusts Higgin 
son ¥ Burton and ors 

In re John Burton, dec 
and anr v Higginson 

Ramuz v Leigh-on-Sea Conserva 
tive and Unionist Club 

In re Joicey, dec Joicey V KI ” 

la the Matter of the Companie 
Consolidation Act, 1908, and In 
the Matter of the United 
London and Scottish Insce Co ld 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to William Taylor, and 
In the Patents and Designs Act, 
1907 

In re Florence Lind, dec Indu 
trials Finance Syndicate ld \ 
Lind and or: 

Wyndham v A E 
ld 


Dyke and 


Barratt v 


Burton 


Hibsch & Co 


Adams v Thrift and ors 
ordered March 30 

In the Matter of the Companies 
Consolidation Act, 1908, and In 
the Matter of the United 
Lomdon and Scottish Insce Co ld 

*, horas ld Vv Boulton Marco 
c 

In the Matter of the Trade Mark, 
No 100, of W Woodward ld 
and In the Matter of the Trad 
Marks Act, 1905 


security 





I re Bernard Boales 





FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION, 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1914. 

Divorce Dugdale v Dugdale 
Divorce Ward v Ward security 
ordered March 12) 

1915. 
Divorce Napier c { J 
Napier E M G orse 
(respt 
Divorce In re the Legitimacy 
Declaration Act, 1858 Slingsby 
Attorney-Gen lr W and A P 


Slings '¥, parties cited 


petnr) v 
Cioodban 


THE CHANCERY AND 
AND DIVORCE 


FROM 
PROBATE 
DIVISIONS. 

(Interlocutory List.) 
1915. 

In ve the Fstate of 
Sutherland Bechoff David & 
Co v Bubna and ors part heard 

Carter and ors v Hungerford and 
aur 


Dix he of 


FROM THE COUNTY PALA 
TINE COURT OF LANCASTER, 
(Gieneral List.) 

1914. 
v Oldham Corpn 

1915. 
Riley and ors v The United 

Karthenware Manufacture ld 


Me Vitti 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 


DIVISION. 
In Bankruptcy.) 

Eexpart Applic ition 

exypte | 
Bankrupt), No. 918 of 1909 

Appeal, 

In re A Debtor (expte The 
Debtors, No. 343 of 19135 (3 0 
for settlement, by consent, to 
Kasten Sittings, 1915) 

THE KING'S BENCH 

DIVISION, 
Judgments Reserved. 
(Final List.) 

E W J Savill v S Dalton (cav 
Feb. 19) 

Ss Sanday & Co v The 
Foreign Maris 


i iv Feb 26) 


FROM 


British & 
Insee Co Id 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 


DIVISLON 
Final and New Trial List.) 
1913 
Bendix ¥ Chilian Syndicate ld and 
anr (not before July 1, 1915) 
Stepney and Bow Educational 
Authority v The Commrs of 
Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 
so till after decision in House 
of Lords in ‘* Marquis Camden 
and Inland Revenue Commrs *’) 


1914. 


Newton v The Mayor &c of St 
Marylebone (not before April 
21) 

La Parana Societe v John Voss & 
Co 

Associated Newspapers ld and ors 
v The Mayor &c of City of 
London (s o Easter) Same v 
Same 

In the Matter of The Arbitration 
Act, 1889 and In the Matter 
of Local Government Act, 1888 


The County Council of 
morgan, The Mayor &c of Car 
diff and The Mayor &c of the 
County Borough of Swansea 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v 
Smyth (Revenue Side) (s o 
Michaelmas) 

Hunter v Commrs of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) (s o 
Michaelmas) 

The General Accident, Fire and 
Life Assce Corpn ld v Knowles 
(not before Trinity) 

John Kilner & 
Menzies Id (not 


Sons \ 


{ rey & 
before June 


Cohen v Joseph (security ordered) 


[he Underground Electric Ry Co 
of London Id and Glyn Mills, 
Currie & Co (Applts) v The 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 
(Respts) 

Kuban Black Sea Oil Fields ld v 
Parkes 

Bendle and anr v The United 
Kingdom Alliance and = ors 
Same v Same 

White v Robins 

Horley v Thistle & Thorne (not 
before May 1) 

Stevens v British Medical Assoc 

Pocock v Thacke: 
sromley v Webster's Brickworks 
and oO) Ss 
ne King v Roberts {expte The 
Mayor of Stepney) 

Von Sachs v Ashton & Parsons Id 

Hancock v Stephens 

Lea lley v Coc k r 

Hinton and anr v Edw 
& Beal Id 

Seal v Turner 

The King v The Board of Trade 
(expte The Gt Central Ky Co) 
The King v  Gathorne-Hardy 
(expte Gt Central Ry Co) 

The King v Same (expte The 
Midland Ry Co and The Mid 
land and North Eastern Ry 
Joint Committee) 

P Dixon & Son ld v 
Craig & Co 

Clarke and ors v_ St. 
Borough Council 

De Pinna v Dear 

Gellatly, Hankey 
Wills & Son Id 

Kilner v The Army and Navy and 
General Assurance Assoc ld 

The King v Richards (expte The 
Mayor &c of Llanelly) 

The King v Williams (appl of 
The Mayor &e of Lianelly) 
The King v Foots Cray Urban 
District Council (appl of Hoare 

& Co) 


In re An 
Sorrentino & 
(special case) 
and ant 

Jones V The 
Commrs 

Kelly v Nat Soc of 
Printers and Assistants and ors 

Pearce v North Eastern Rv Co 

In re An Arbitration between 
Duncan, Fox & Co and 
Schrempit & Bonke (special 
case) 

Milroy v Victors ld 

Osborne v N Fortescue & Sons 1¢ 

Wheeler v Morris 

Chenderiang Tin Dredging ld v 
Neil 

Miller vy Waterlow & Sons 

Hooley v Batterley Co Id 


ard Deane 


Henderson, 


& Cov CU J 


Arbitration between 
Buerger and anr 
app! of Buerget 


Padstow 


Ope itive 


G O Tuck & Co (Incorporated) v 


America Levant Line Id 

Rodger v Dix (Cameron Clmt) 
and In re An Issue—Cameron v 
Rodger 


Jefferson v Paskell 


Gla. | 


Helens | 


Harbour | 


North Eastern Ry v J C Bannister 
& Co 

Maling v Tinling and ors 

O'Malley's Pen Works 
Ormston & Glass 

Green v Geo. Mills & Co }d 

In re An Issue between 0 D: 
and anr and The Manchester 
Insce Committee under the 
Nat Insce Act, 1911 (No 6 
Interlocutory List to come on 
with this) 

Countess de Mamel de Manin v 
Poole & Robinson 

Montes v Canton Insce Office ld 

H Dakin & Co Id v Lee 

Crisp, Athill & Co ld v Booth & ( 

Martin v Hicks (Receiver and 
Manager of McNamara & Co ld 

Seagar v Isaacs 

1915, 

Potter v Berry 

Barron v Potter 

Spermi v Bond 

lhe Austin Friars Steam 5 
Co Id v Spillers & Bake 

MecVittie v Durnex 

I Leslie ld v Fallon & Til 

Neville vy Dominion of Canada 
News Co ld 

Fairbrother, Ellis & Co v Stoddart 

Bradshaw v Waterlow & Sons id 

Terry v Moss’ Empires |d 

Phillips (widow) a poor perso 
Heppenstall & Clark 

Flude ld v Goldberg (Isa 

Tumin v Halford 

Mitsui & Co ld v Mumfoid 

Matthews v Fraser 

King v Earl Cadogan 

Brown v Smith 

Walter Morrison v 1 
sioners of  Inlan 
(Revenue Side) 

Keid v The Royal Lond 
Insce Soc Id and am 

Symington & Sinclair v lutter 
Rutter & Co 

Branch v Pope 

Edmondsén v B Newgas & 

Kerley v Lancashire and 
shire Ry Co 

Maple & Uo ld v Hollis 

Whenman v Clark 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue ¥ 
The Sheffield and South York 
shire Navigation Co (levenue 
Side) 

E Berry & Sons v The Star Brush 
Co k 

R & W Paul Id v Huni & Wormse: 
d 

Ann Pittman 
Dunham Surveyor ol 
(Revenue Side) 

Winter and ors (Exors and ors) ‘ 
Stride & Son Same yv Same 

W Wise & Son v The Cinephone 
Co ld and anr 

Barnard v London and 
Western Ry Co 

Princess of Thurn and Taxis v 
Hulton & Co Id 

A S Mumme, Kotzias & Co ¥ 
United Shipping Co ld 

Lacock v Oceanic Steam Naviga 
tion Co ld 

Partridge V Ferneyhough 

Wolf & Sons v Carr, Parker & 
Id 

The New Motor and 
Rubber Co ld v Socie tv 
Manufacturers and Traders 

McLean v Carlish 

Manley v Burn 

Sims vy Elder, Dempster ‘ 
anr : 

Hi Newsum & Sons & Co ld vy W Hl 
Stott & Co ld 

D Jones v H Jones and an: 

Thames and Mersey Marine Ins 
Co ld vy British and Chimuan 
Steamship Co ld 


] i 
d Lie ene 


Mutua 


Grandy v D 
Taxes 


Sout 


‘ 
General 


f Mot 
ld 


» Id and 





as. 


The 
The 
Tn t! 

He 


Lone 
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Keep’s Steamship and Light g 
Co ld v The Mason Steamship 
Co ld The 





Andrew Miller & Co v lay r & E A Herbert & Co ld v 
Co breach of contract) 


Goldman v A Kaempf & Tempel 


id FROM THE KING'S BENCH 


Powell Duffryn Steam Coa] Co ld 
vy The Standing Joint Com 
mittee of the Quarter Session: 
and the ( unty Council ol 
Glamorgan 


Glamorgan Coal Co ld v Same ot 
Sianle, 
Knight v De Dion Bouton (1007) oeanie) 
id The King 
Happe v Manasseh of London 
London 


Quirk v Thomas 

Worswick and anr v Lancashire 
and Yorkshire ty Seal v 

Saks v Tilley : 

Stewart v Wolseley Motors ld and | Miller 


Millers ld y Steedman 


Williams v Caidiff Turkish Baths O'Driscoll 
) judgt 

Corbett v Corbett & Co Id and ors 

Settle, Speakman & Co Id v The ant ; 
bennington Main Coal Co ld Commit 


Act, 


come 


Erglebert Tyres ld v Victor 


DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY Co ld 


FROM THE PROBATE, 


DIVISION (ADMIRALTY) 
With Nautical Assessors 


IN RE 


(Final List.) COMPENSATION ACTS, 
1914, AND 1906. 
The Lismore—1914—Folio 6 The (From Cow 


Southampton Harbour Board as 
Owners of Steam Launch S H B 


and Barge No. 1 v The Owners Tyrell 


{ Steam hip Lismor damay vo 

Th Capenor—1913—Folio 29% 
The Owners of Steamship Me(C‘ard 
Capenol \ air Owner ot Trust. 
Steamsh » Antiogoon and Cooper \V 
Uwners of Steamship A it W Harrison 


Somer (damage Wviuht 
The Kaiser Wilhelm II 1914 


Folio 290 Owners of Stean up Gi inill \ 
Jncemore vo The Ownei of Fox v 
Steamship Kaiser Wilhelm I] ld 
damage) Miller 


The Inchmore—1914—Folio 272 Luckie 
lhe Norddeutcher Lloyd SS Co, 


the Owners of Steamship Kaiser 


(damage) 
1915. ld 


The Sindora—1914—Folio 445 | The Midland 


The Owners of Sailing Vessel Mutual Indemnity Co ld v Bon 
Dovenby and ors y Owners of sall 
Steamship Sindora Ropet 

Corbe 


1914 

Without Nautical Asse Beare 

rh Leon Blum—1914—Folio 2 \llison 
Th Owners, Maste: ud (1 Beck 
ol Steam lug Vanqu her v Tl kl 


N.B The above List con wus Chance: 


Bench Final and Interlocut ry Appeals, A 
1915 


KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 


EASTER SITTIN 
Crown Parer 
For Hearn 


The King v Bloomsbury Income Tax Commrs 


The Kir £ v Beverley U D C, 
Tn the Matter of a Solicitor vy Expte Law 
Henry Barnes Hunt, an wi qualified person 


London County Council v Bermondsey Boreugh Council 


Atkinson v Lewis & Merthyr &c Collicries 
me v Shaw 

Bruce v McManus 

Airk v Jacksons Bros 

Paddington Union v Westminster Union 


St Marylebone Union v Derby ‘Union 
| Colchester Brewing Co v Licensing Justices of Tendring 
Ess x 
the Matter of the Housing Town Planning &e Act 1909 and In the 


Barnard v Foster Owners of the Cargo lately on 
George Clare & Co v The Dresdner Board the Ship or Vessel Leon 

Sank Blam and La 
d’ Armement In 


law « nly) 


The King v Justices of the Ce unty 
v Justices of the County 


generally) July 19 


No. 27, K B Final List) 


CGarnishee 


Keats v 


{is Oo generally Jan 16 191 d) 


Morgan 


Hematite Steel C 


Northumberland Count) Council & The Mavor &« f Newrustle w 
Cyne v The Mayor & of Tynemouth = 

Loudon United Tramways ld v London County Council 

Davies v Pearman : 

: & H Green v Musmann 

Olympia Oil & Cake Co v Produce Brokers Co 

Schirm & anr v Consolidated Whaling & Deep Sea Fi-hir Cs 
South Africa 

Horridge v Makinson 

© McGetrick v P MeGetrick 

Isaac J Abdela & Mitchell v De Rusett 

Landauer & Co v Sharoutine 

Carr v Collins & Blow 


Plumley 
Chamberlain 
Wilhelm II. v The Owners of lated &&« 
Steamship Incemore and freight | Jackson 


Lerwell v The Cwmaman Coal Co 


te y 
Housley 
y ¢ 


Matter of Sir Edward White & Mayor &e of St Marylebone 


ing v Gent 


Sgerton v Sayer 
Retail Dairy Co v Robinson 
In the Matter of a Solicitor Expte The Law Soc 


Same Vv Same 


me v Same 


he King v Shearman Esq & anr Jj & 
Silverman v Hunt 


le rk 


ns V Jeffery 
k v Stockwell 


\ KK 


Haves v Smith 

Atkinson v Jeffreys and Lancaster & Co 
Same v Morgan 

The King v Lamb & anr 


In the Matter of a Solicitor Expte The Law 5 
Same v Same 

The King v Croydon Borough Council 

Leavett v Clark 

Planet Friendly Assce Soc & anr v Hodgkinson 
Stock v Central Midwives Board 

The King v Jones Esq & ors Jj &e and A Vaughan 
Moses v Midland Ry Co 

The King v Ashby Esq & anr Jj & 

Dreyfus & Co v Ollie 

Lee v Aykroyd 

B thamley & anr \ Jolly 

Thompson v Davison 

The King v Cancellor Esq Met Pol Mag 


rey Vv Sixsmith 


the Matter of a Solicitor Expte The Law Sor 


Wythes v Mayor & f Bromley 
Chatterton v Glanford Brigg R.D.C 
James Drummond & Sons v Nicholson 


In the Matter of a Solicitor Expte The Law So 


her & Co v N British & Mercantile Insce Co 


Cannon v Jefford 

Alexander v Tracy & ant 

Lancashire Film Service v Barnsley Overseer: 

Huni & Wormeer Id v Van Stolks Commissie Landel 

The King v Ashton Esq fecorder of Manchester (expte Walker 


‘Slip Inn ’’) 


The King v Same Same (expte Same Railway Hotel *’) 
The King v Same Same xpte Cubberley—** Foresters Arms "’) 
The King v Paddington Ass ment Committee 


yor &e of Stoke-upon-Trent v Cheshire County Council 


Vhe King v Burrows Esq & aur Jj & 
The King v Rhodes E q Recorder of Oldham 


Civin Parer 
For Heari: 


« 


} 


Fisher v Last & ani 





» 








Lowest Rates for 
ANNUITIES, 


and better terms still in cases 
of impaired health, Assets 8 


£12,800,000, under _ strict 


¢/ 
Government Supervision, 
“Sun Life of Canada” oO 


specialises in Annuities, and ¢ 





has many attractive forms which deserve the careful consideraticn of 
every legal adviser, 

Write for full particulars : 
J. F. JUNKIN (Manager), SUN LIFE OF CANADA, 
217, Canada House, Norfolk Street, London, W.C. 
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Merchant & Co v J Travers & Sons ld 
Ebner v Loudon County Council 
West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v Linth 


Petitions Under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
J E Fox and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (re Licensed Premises 














Shorting v Poult ‘The Castle Inn,”’ Dolgelly, Merionethshire) ‘ 
Presiden & a T — Hardy’s Crown Brewery ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue t 
vhe-pomisesasle- pd rinity College Oxford v Same ‘The Fountain Inn,’’ Chorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester) 
Underwood v British Uralite Co (1908) ) 
Howes v Hillman Death Duties. 
Aktiebolaget T & J Salveser Priddy & Hale the Matter of the Estate and Effects of Mary Brown or Harper de 
Ernest & Co v Littlet L 
Wilkins v Lumb APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
Cox v Coulson ; An Appeal from a County Court to be heard by a Divisional Court 
aes Worsley & ant sitting in Bankruptcy, pending 31st March, 1915. 
Pratt v 100d In re George Wood & Sons (No. 7 of 1914) Expte E L Jones, the 
Baggott v Pearce & Wife Trustee vy Ezra Hadley appl from the County Court of Staffordshire 
Same v Adams & Wife (West Bromwich) ~ 
Todd v Bradford & Paine ; 
Langham & anr v Ritson & ant APPLICATION AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR 
Egan v Brocklehurst HEARING BEFORE THE JUDGE, PENDING 3lst MARCH 
\dam Bromley & Sor 1915. 0 
ao In re H E Crabbe (No 4 of 1915) adjd appln to transfer proceedings 
Steed vom Har oe from the County Court of Devonshire (Exeter) to the High Court 
asters . mi se 7 . , 
ion & Oe bode leon In re H Bottomley Expte Graham James Davis John Wodeh« use, 2nd ” 
Tiontheune © Cronin Ear! of Kimberley & William Augustus Casson v Sir W B Peat, th | 
Kaempf & anr v Pritchare l'rustee z . 
i G Goby v Wetherill In Re H Levy & In re J Gershon (proceedings consolidated by order } 
Ml Goby vy Sam dated 15/7/14) Expte Coote and Richards v M W Jenkinson, the 
Yates v J W & T Conol Trustee ~ 
Hadden, Best & Co v Jor In re Same Expte J Westcott & Sons v M W Jenkinson, the Trustee - 
Whittaker v London Count uncil & Coote & Richards Ta 
Rose v Great Western Ry Co In re Same Expte J W Olive v M W Jenkinson, the Trustee and 
Ellis, Partridge & Co v Cross (West wott Clint Coote & Richards 
¢ wn & ors v Bradford Canal Joint Commi In reG M Morris Expte The Debtor v The Official Receiver 
Chompson v Lord Mayor & of Bradford & In re | Pfefierbloom & M Fine (trading as Pepper & Fine) Expte TI 
Merdler & Waxman v Fred W Millington Id ; , . ; Ct 
> peemenang tt ld v Rol Official Receiver v Lazarus Coleman Lia 
enry Lova d v Roberts . . _ . 
Hardy v Mayor &c of Wimbledon In re I Hassan Expte F W Pixley, the Trustee v Mrs Fortu a 
Barry, Ostlere & Shepherd v Nickoll & Knight ewe : : we ‘ Cit 
Buglawton U.D.C. v Silversprings &e Dveing ( In re Philip Dix Expte E H Hawkins, the Trustee v P Dix & ( Kle 
Jefflery v Law Union & Rock Insce ¢ in re R T Carill-Worsley Expte F S Salaman, the Trustee v Charles - 3 
Thompson v Lord Ma & f Bradt Sandford ld Che 
Page v Mordey, Car ~ & In re O Gerdes-Hansen Expte Erith Oil Works ld & Maypole li 
Jackson's Stores v Wilsot Margarine Works ld (formerly Otto Monsted ld) v S H Bersey, the fou 
Elmore v Johnson & Trustee D G 
. . . > > P > - wi 
In re H J Clarke Expte C W M Kemp, the Trustee vy Mrs E F § + 
Simpson v Cha Clarke Sam 
Hide v Dohna In re L Aarons Expte O Sunderland, the Trustee v F C Belinfanti (to = 
review taxation) Ww.) 
Panton taited In re I Hassan Expte Mrs Giulia ‘Hassan v F W Pixley, the Trustee 
Same v Same Inre F T Ashford Expte The Debtor v Emily Louisa Cowan & The 
Deutsche Rhed Official Receiver 
Anglo-Chinese dit vy Prod ‘ In re I Hassan Expte Swiss Bankverein v F W Pixley, the Trustee 
Mayor &e of \ ul rt Accumulator ( In re E T Hooley Expte The Official Receiver, Trustee vy Harman and 
> > Co ld 
Revenve Parer ‘ = a 
In re S Barder Expte A G Sayers, the Trustee v Sherman & Co 
English Informations Ane 
ARB: 
Attorney-Gen and John Henry Oglander & am ——— 
Attorney-Gen and John Lysaght ld & ant Bacc 
Cases Stated The Property Mart. mo 
tobe Tho in am he Commrse of Inland Revenue - 2 " x Bro 
The Ye kot aa ; 3 Baal id and GL Willi nd (Gurvever of Tanes) Forthcoming Auction Sales. Bon 
; esntet ~ raed. v7 ayy” thy \. : 5 han} k 4 k Rett ” 1 Sane April 2ist.— Messrs. Epwin Fox, Burnewr & BappeLey, at the Mart, at 2: Free CoLL 
The General Committee for Ackworth Scho nd rank Betts (fur- | noid Investment (see advertisement, back page, Apri! 10); also at 2 30, Stocks and Shares 
veyor of Taxes (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
Ounsworth (Surveyor of Taxes) and Vickers ld May 4.—Messrs. DRIVER, Jonas & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents (-e¢ 
A advertisement, back page, Aprii 10). 
Bau 


FUND, LIMITED, * 


24, MOoOOoORGATE STREET, Z.0OMbDowm, z.co. Bart 

ESTABLISHED IN 1890. lune 

LICENSES INSURANCE. Liv 

SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. u H 

Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. “ 
Pour: 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent v7 
application. ScHo: 


POOLING INSURANCE. = 
xX The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, wa 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under wast 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. w 
APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Result of Sale. 

Life Policies. 

Messrs. H. E. Foste® & CRANFIELD held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 1017) at 
the Mart, E.C., on Thursday Ja t, when the fol‘owing lots were sold, the total realised 
being £23,980 :— 

FULLY-PAID POLICIES OF ASSORANCE— 
For £10,000, life 62 a es én we - Sold £6,500 
For £10,000, same life .. an en ee ee e a » £6,250 
For £1,890, same life .. es ee - . os » £1050 
For £1,666 13s. 4d., same life oe -_ , we oe £2,200 

POLICIES OF ASSURANUCE— 
For £5,000, same life .. oe ee ee om , ee £1,970 
For £10,009, sume life .. 
For £500, life 71 .. oo és om 

REVERSION to £4,500 - os oo 





*. . - 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lrwrreo co Owawouer 
London Gazette.—FRmpaY, April 9. 

IiGHGATE CHEMICAL Co. (BIRMINGHAM), Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Jam s William Bray Brown, Prudential Buildings, Corporation s 
Birmingham, liquidator. 

IMPREGNATED LINEN Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 26, to send 
their names and addr2sses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Siducy 
H. Smith 31, Walbrook, E.C., liquidator. 

MARTIN, WELLS & Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy A'fred 
Bristow, 3, Laurence Pountney hi, E.C., or Frederic William Davis, 9/97, Finsnory 
prmt, E.C., Mquidators. 

PaLLAYLAT IRON ORE Co, LrD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
J. A. Forster, Barrow in Furness, liquidator. 

TALYKRON, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the yarticulars of their debts or claims, to Char'‘es 
Henry Spencer, 24, Friar In, Leicester, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntaril . 


London Gazette.—Frivay, April 9. 
Lianhilleth Theatre Co, Ltd. Teletab (Parent Co), Ltd. 
Aircraft Accessories Co, Ltd. London Lead smeltiog Co, Ltd. 
Allison & Co, Ltd. Alfred Huggins & Co, Ltd. 
City Alhance, Ltd. H W. Sheldon & Sons, Ltd. 
Kley Bros, Ltd. Geo. ¥. Fletcher, Utd. 
Medical Enterprise Society, Ltd. Lamm and R»obdso., Ltd. 
North Western Insurance Co, Ltd. Automatic Vaudeville Daily Bio-cope, 
Cheshire County Car Painting and Enamel- Lt. 


ling Co, Ltd. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 13. 

Southern Nigerian Tin Mines Development United Music Schools, Ltd. 

Co, Ltd. Percy C. Thomas, Ltd. 
William Scott (Builders’ Merchants), Ltd. Maebeth McCaul Syndicate, Ltd 
Kin ra, Ltd. Nut Lard, Ltd. 
Samson Manufacturing Co, Ltd. Haonefords, Ltd. 
Tyneside Bank, Ltd. Talykron, Ltd. 
Dorian, Ltd. J. 8. Haxeltine, Ltd. 
W.Y.P. Syndicate, Ltd. . 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TvuEspAY, April 6. 

ADAMS, ELLEN, Portsmouth May 11 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

ARBIB, EUGENIO JcsePH, Porchester ter, Bayswater, Merchant M y 25 Wild & 
Collins, St Lawrence House, Trump st. King st 

Bacon, Horace HENRY, Attleborough, Norfolk, Auctioneer April 30 Overbury & 
Co; Norwich 

Brown, BLLEN ELIZABETH, Preston Park, Brighton May 10 B li & Co, Queen Vic 
toria st 

BRowN, FREDERICK Borp, Hove, Sussex May 10 Bell & Co, Quee Victoria st 

Burrows, HESTER JANE, Cheltenham May 5 Billings, Cheltenham | 

Coutins, WALTER HENRY, Birmingham, Jeweller April 29 Reynolds & James, Bir- | 
mingham 


DANS, Emiy, Bath May 31 Carter & Swallow, Carey st . 

DEPREZ, EDMUND *RANCIS JosErH, Lyndhurst, Hants May 6 Elkine & Henriques, 
Salters Hall ct . 

DEWHURST, WILLIAM, Staining, nr Poulton Je Fylde, Lancs, Farmer April 30 Gaultcr 
Fleet wood 

FLETCHER, Isaac, Chadlington, Oxford, Farmer May 20 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 
Norton 

GATH, CHARLES HENRY, Ravenslea rd, Balham May 10 Roney & Co, New Broad at 

HAMER, WILLIAM, Cwmdnu, Brecon, Farmer Mayl Vaughan, Crickhowell 

HOLDEN, GEORGE, Sutton, Surrey May 31 Loughborough & Co, Austin friars 

LANGSDORFF, EMMA, Clevedon, Somerset May 10 © Donoghue & Forbes, Bristol 

Leeer, JANE, Norwich April 12 Masser & Co, Nottingham 

MARKOWITOH, Betsy, Bouverie rd, Stoke Newington May § Logette & Bounett, 
Lincola's inn flelda 

MIDDLETON, THOMAS CHANTLER, Stret’ord, Lancs, Chartered Accountant June | 
Marriott & Co, Manchester 

Moore, Henry, Middlesbrough May 8 Thompson, Middlesbrough 

NICHOLLS, THOMAS, Barry Dock,Groom May 9 Stoddard, Birmingham 

RAY, ELIZABETH, Southend on Sea April 30 Jefferies & Co, Southend on Sea 

KEEVFS, SARAH, Maidstone May 8 Howlett, Maidstone 

RUSSELL, FRANCIS MARTIN, Clifton, Bristo! June 24 Burges & Sloan, Bristo! 

SMITH, JOHN, West Tarring, Worthing, Secdsman April 20 Ottaway, St Albins 

“UMMERTON, GEORGE, Hook Norton, Uxford May 30 Wiikins & Tov, Chipping N. rtun 

SYKES, RICHARD Brook, Adwalton, Yorks, Butcher April lf Peac Dewsbury 

TErLEY, BAIRSTOW, Manningham, Bradford May 7 Perkins & Hiid, Beadford 


London Gazette. —F RIDAY, April 9. 


BARKER, HORACK JOHN MAURICE DRUMMOND SALe, MRCS, LRCP, Devonshire rd, 
Forest Hill May 7 Rutter & Co, Norfolk House, Norfelk st 

BENNION, ADAM Hurst, Souchport May 10 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 

BROCKLERURST, WALTER SAXTON, Caterham Valley May 18 Ingle & Co, Uapel House, 
New Broad st 

Brows, Ernest Gonos, Edwardes sq, Kensington May 19 Payne, Basinghall st 

Beows, Jomn~ James, Cardiff May i Walter, Iiminster 

CARR, ARTHUR, Furneux Pelham, Herts May 7 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham 

Cueistin, KATHERINE ELizasets, Hoddesdon, Herts May 31 Longmore & Co, Hert 
ford 

DAY, GEORGE HENRY CLEMERT, Hayes, Kent May 10 Collyer & Co, Abohurch In 

DRUMMOND, MARY, Blyth, Northumberland April 30 Lynn & Co, Blyth 

ELBoRorGH, SAMUEL‘ THOMAS, Kidderpore gans, Hampstead May | styer, Feachurch 


st 

FAURE, HENRI, Saint Etienne, France May 9 Clark, Chancery In 

( OBBETT, JAMES, North Finchley May1 Pipe, Queen's av, Finchley 

GioRDON, ROBERT, Kennington Park rd, Baker May 20 Sydney, Renfrew rd, Lambeth 

HaINnEs, HENRY ERNEST, Colombo, Ceylon May 10 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria at 

HARRISON, ROBERT, South Shields, Master Mariner May 7 Jacks & Winskell, South 
Shields : 

HUMPHRIES, CHARLES, Banbury, Oxford, Shoemaker May6 Fairfax & Barfield, Ban- 
bury ‘ 

Jarvis, THOMAS, Middleton Cheney, Northampton May 6 Fairfax & Barfield, Ban- 
bury 

JoHNSON, BDWARD, Orossens, Scuthport May 7 Cook & Talbot, Sout) port 

K SIGHT, JAMFS, Kath, Schoolmaster May 3 Sparrow, Bath 

LAMBERT, AUGUST, Iford, Essex, Cashier May 19 Joseph, Fore st 

LIEBERT, FREDERICK ALEXANDER CHARLES, Cl arlton Musgrove, Somerset May 10 
Upperton & C», Lincoln's inn fields 

LIVESLEY, MARY, Manchester May 20 Shippey & Jordan, Manchester 

MARER, CHARLES ALFRED, Sidmowh, Farmer April 30 Mossop, Ottery St Mary 

MAKIN, ROBERT, Salford, Lancs, May 19 March & Co, Manchester 

MorGAN, RICHARD, Wost Dean, Gloucester, Collier May 7 Champney & Co, Gloucester 

Moxcror, ANDREW, Scarborough rd, Finsbury pk May 21 Wediake, Bank chmbrs 
Finsbury pk ; ; 

PARR, RICHARD BaTry, Casterton, Westmorland May 12 Pearson, Kirkby, Lonsdale 

PEACOCK, AGNES MCLEAN, Newcastle upon Tyne May 14 Ballantyne, Newcastle upon 
Tyne aye 

PILKINGTON, LEONARD, Bognor, Architect May 16 PTreston & Foster, Craig's Court 
House, Charing Cross . : 

PLUMMER, ANN, Botley, Berks April 24 Franklin, Oxford 

PLUMMER, WILLIAM, Botley, Berks, Lay Clerk April 24 Franklin, Oxford 

PRICE, CHARLES HERITAGE, Witcombe, Gloucester May 8 Slater & Uo, Manchester 

ROBERTS, DESMOND CARRINGTON, Torquay Meay15 Porter, Plymouth 

Ross, FLEETWOOD GEORGE CAMPBELL, Headly, Hants May 7 Maddison & Co, Old 
Jewry . : 

SAFFORD, MARY, Attleborough, Norfolk May 18 Davies & Co, Warrington 

SCHMIDT, ANNA MARIA, St John’s pk, Islington May 10 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 

SELBY, JAMES, Queen st, Clothier June | Middieton, Mrntrose 

SOTCHER, PRISCILLA, Durlston rd, Upper Clapton May 10 Carr & Co, Rood In 

TEWART, EDWARD DAWSON PRESTON, Peachiand, British Columbia May 15 Andrew & 
Co, Great James st 4 

WHITING, JAMES, Wivelsfield, Sussex May 4 Waugh, Hayward’s Heath 

WORSFOLD, HARRIETT, Staines, Middisx May10 Keeping & Gloag, Birchin In 











Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—ToEspAY, April 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bal, WILLIAM AMBROSE, Coventry, Cycle Agent Cov- 
entry Pet Aprill Ord April 1 
BEDDER, ALBERT EDWARD, Tredegar, Mon Baker Trede- 
gar Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 30 
, WILLIAM, Luton Luton Pet Mar 5 Ord 


pri 
HALL, THomAs, Brampton, Derby, Farmer (hesterfield 
Pet Aprill Ord April 1 
JAMES, THOMAS, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocers Assistant 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Aprill Ord April 1 
Linpsay, HarDINGE Coutts, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet July 18 Ord Feb 5 
MARSH, FREDERICK SAMUEL, Chipley st, New Cross, Coal 
Dealer Greenwich Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 
STAIN, HENRY, Derby, Pattern Maker Derby Pet 
31 Ord Mar 31 
ScHoLEr, RALPH THOMAS, Pocklington, Yorks, Insurance 
Agent York Pet Mar31 Ord Mar 31 
a So = WILLIS, Copthall 
ers Jourt 8 ¢ 25 
Watts, gh t Febis Ord Mar 2 


Francis Happow, Wembley, Middix, Bank 
Clerk 
WitLovemar, CHARLES Josava, Killyon rd, Clapham 





HOME MISSIONS. 


The ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 
the slums and poorer suburbs of large cities, and for mining and other industrial 


towns; in doing so it actsas a CENTRAL AGENC 
to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. The Society’s work is 
of very real importance at the present moment. It enables Churchpeople in any 

iven part to send help to those needy places which are beyond the border of the 

Jiocese in which they live, and therefore cannot be helped by their contribution 
to its Diocesan Finance. In this way, the A.C.S. is giving great help to the 
populous poor districts of South London and “ London over the Border,” to the 
Colliery regions of South Wales, and to parishes in the Black Country and the 
Staffordshire Potteries. 


A.C.8. Office :14,GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8.W. 


for conveying help 








St Albans Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 30 
Wandsworth Pet Mar5 Ord April 1 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. April 17, 1915 








FIRST MEETINGS. 

ORAMAN, JAMES, Selly Oak, Birmingham, Baker April 19 
at 1130 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

Fox, Evan Eanger, Lianishen, Glam, Clerk April 16 at 
11.50 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Green, RLSEPH MABEL, Small Heath, Pirmingham, Apri! 
14 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Virmingham 

Haneisoy, StoNEeY Herpert, Sal! Heath, Birmingham, 
Baker April 19 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
t'on st, Birmingham 

LINDSAY, HARDINGR CovTTs, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park 
April 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MARSH, FREDERICK SAMURL, Chipley st, New Cross, Coal 
Dealer April 14 at 11 132, York rd, Wes minster 
Pritge rd 

VMcLanes, Ggoror Jonny, Tile, Ntts, Farmer 
t1230 Off Rec, 10, Pank at, Lincoln 

Potts WINIFRED, Southnort, Lancs April 16 at 11,30 
‘Mf Rec, 19. Fxchange st, Holton 

*CHOLEY, Ratru Thomas, Pocklington, Yorks, Insurance 
Agent April 16 at Off Rec, The Ked House 
luncombe p'!, York 

Suaw, JouN GRANTHAM, Kingston upon Hull, Painter 
April 19at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Towgate, Hull 

PHoMAS, ALFRED JOHN. Taffa Well, Glam, Clerk 
atil Off Rec, 117, St Mary et, Cardiff? 

WILLIAMS, CHARLES Horace. Devonport, Marine Store 
Dealer April 15 at 3.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

WiILLovensy. CHARLES JosHva, Killyon rd, Clapham 
Aprillé4atil.80 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BALL, WILLIAM AMBROSR, 
Coventry Pet Aprill Ord April l 
EEDDER, ALBERT Epwarp, Tri degar, 
Tredegar Pet Mer 3%) Ord Mar 20 
HALL, THOMAS, Brampton, Derby, Farmer 
Pet Aprill Ord April 1 

James, Tomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer's 
Merthyr Tydf@l Pet April i Ord Aprill 

MARSH FREDERICK S\MURL, Chipley st, New Cross, 
Coal Dealer Greenwich Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

MI' MER, ARTHUR, Hast Grinstead, Bul der 
Wells Pet Mari7 Ord April! 

PoNTON, ANNIE FLORENCE, Watford St Albins Pet Mar 5 
Ord Mar 30 

PeOcntaIn, HENRY, Derby, Pattern Maker 
Mar Sl Ord Mar 31 

REINEOKER, JOWANNES JosEPH, Tonypandy, 
Pontypridd Pet Mare Ord Mar 29 

SCHOLEY, RALPH TiHoMAs, Pocklington, Yorks, Insurance 
Agent York Pet Mari Ord Mar 4%! 


London Gazette—F RIDAY, April 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 

BARNIOOAT, BENJAMIN, Mitcham, Surrey, Clerk Croydon 
Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

BEeRE, JO#EPH, Bayston rd, Stoke Newington, Refresh- 
ment Caterer High Court Pet April? Ord Apri! 7 

BROTHERHOOD, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Adwicke le Street, nr 
Doncaster, Baker Sheffield Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

HAMILTON, EDWARD CHENEY, Hove, Sussex, Comp ny 
Promo:er Kingston, Surrey Pet April? Ord April 7 

FANDPORD, JOHN (janior), Manchester Manchester Pet 
April 7 Ord April? 

iN a ane, Strand High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord 

ars 

PIRNAAR, FRANCOIS JoUBERT, Woolston, Southampton 
High Court Pet Jaly 14 Ord April 7 

Prog, ALBERT, and Epwin Price, 
Groce rs Leominster Pet April 7 

SOUTHELL, BENJAMIN, Gowerton, 
Carma then Pet Feb #5 

Suse, ANNA, High rd, 
April 7 Ord April 7 

THOMAS, THOMAS JAMRs, Brecon, Brecknock, Grocer Mer- 
thyr Tydfil Pet April 7 rd April 7 

WHITE, CHARLOTTE FREWEN, Penzance Traro 
7 Ord April 7 

Wits. Jonn Hernert, Penzance, Piano Dealer 
Pet Aptil7 Ord April 7 


Anended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazet'e of Mar. 30. 


WILSON, WALTER JAMES, Crooms, Worcester, Farme 
Worcester Pet Jan9 Ord Mar 27 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gacette of April 2: 
CARLTON, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Company Pro- 
moter Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Jan29 Ord Mar 29 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
Batt, WILLIAM AwMBROsE, Coventry, Cycle 
April 19 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
BARNIOOAT, BENJAMIN, Mitcham, Surrey, Clerk April 19 
at11°30 182, York rd, Wes’ minster Bridge rd 
BEDDER, ALBERT EDWARD, Tredegar, Mon, Baker April 
16at2 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
Bexse, JosePa, Bavston rd, Stoke Newington, Kefresh- 
ment Caterer April 19 at 1130 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
CARLTON, ANNI®, Margate, Fishmonger 
on 684, Castie st, Canterbury 
DiMMOCK, WILLIAM, Luton, Beds April 17 at 12 Off Rec, 
T , Northampton 


April 20 


April 16 


Coventry, Cycle Agent 


Mon, Baker 
Che ste. field 


Assistant 


Tunbridge 


Derby Pet 
Herbalist 


Ludlow, Salop, 
Ord April 7 
Glam, Gas 
Ord Mar ¥1 
Streatham Wandsworth 


Fitter 
Pet 


Pet April 


Truro 


r 


Agent 


April 16 at 11 


‘he Parade, 
HAMILTON, EDWARD CHENEY, Hove, Sussex, Company 


ing wr April 19 at 11 132, York rd, Westmins- 

r 

HARMAN, FREDERICK, Twickenham, Middix, Butcher 
April 19at 11 14, Bedford row 

HITCHINGS, WILLIAM FREEMAN, Monkton, Pembroke 
Painter April 16 at 2 Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


Doc 

ISHERWOOD, RoBERT AYRT N, Liverpool, Accountant 
April 16 at 11 Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale 
a, Liverpce! 





James, THOMAS, Troelyrhiw, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer's 
Assistant April 16at11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
echmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Kosgy, MILLy,Strand April Matl Pankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

MILLWARD, Ronert Henry, Menai Bridge, Angles»y, 
Tai'or April 17at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

PIBNAAR, FRANCOIS JouBERT, Woolston, Southampton 
April 22at1 Bankraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

POUNTAIN, Henry, Derby, Pattern Miker April 20 at 11 
Off Rec. 12, St. Peter's churchyard, Derby 

RICHARDS, FREDERICK, Little Pulteney st, Fishmonger 
April 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

RILey, SAMUEL JAMeS BARTLETT, Nottingham, Ware- 
houseman April17 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park 
at, Nottingham 

SELLARS, Rowert, Pickering, Yorks, Miller 
4 Off Ree, 48 Westborough, Ferrhorough 

SINDEN. Bawest FRASK, Bilddhoton, Kent, Farmer April 16 
at lo 30 Off Rec, 684, Castle at, Canterbury 

Sprerr. Norwaw. and CriaeRT Gorpos WILLIS, Cop hall 
bidgs, Brokers April 2 at 12 jankruptey bkigs, 
Carey st 

WItson, WaLrer Jawes, Croome, Worcester, Farmer 
April 19 at 2.30 Off Ree, 11, Copenhagen st, Worce:ter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Breese, JoserH, Ravston rd, Stoke Newisreton, Refresh - 
ment Caterer High Court Pet April 7 Ord April 7 
BROTHERHOOD, Francis WILLIAM, Adwick Je Stseet. nr 
Doneaster, Baker Sheffield P.t April 7 Ord 
April7 
BURTON, ALFRED Epwarp, Henstriige pl, St John's Wood, 
Builder Hig: Court Pet Mar9 Ord April 7 
HANpFORD, Joun Jun, Lonesight, Manchester Manchesa- 
ter Pet Apri! 7 Ord April7 
HARMAN, FreoentcKk, Twickenham 
Brentford Pet Mar 10 (rd April l 
Hurst, CLARENCs GRORGE, Brighton Brighton 
3 Ord April 7 
IsHRRWOOD, Ropert AYRTON, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet Feb 15 Ord April 7 
MACAULAY, MALCOLM, Kingston on Thames, Hairdresser 
High Court Pet Jan6 Ort! April 7 
MILLWARD, RopEert Hevry, Menai Bridge, 
Tailor Bangor Pet Mar 11 Ord April 7 
More, Epwtw Norman, and WILLIAM Bisset Morr, Sonth- 
port, Stock Brokers Liverpool Pet Jan 21 Ord 
April 7 
Note—The above Notice is in substitution for 
that published in the London Gazette of Mar 26, 
the Debtor not thy having been sdjadged 
Bankrupt. 


OnrveR, RORERT GoULDEN, Gail ford 
Dec 21 Ord April 7 

THomas, THOWAS JAMES, Brecon. 
Merthy Tydfil Pet April7 

WHITE, CHARLOTTE FREWES, 
April 7 Ord Ap il7 

Wuitr, Jonn Herpert, Penzance, Piano Dealer Truro 
Pet April? Ord April? 


Landon Gazette.—TORSDAY, April 13 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BAKER WILLIAM, Leeds, Con’ectitner 
9 Ord April 9 

BEATTIE, JouN, Middlesbrough, Chipper and Cau ker 
Middlesbrongh Pet April9 Ord April 9 

CHANRY, ARRBERT, Cudworth, Barnsley, Farmer 
ley Pet Mar30 Ord April 9 

Cook, WILLIAM JAMRS, Newcastle upon Tyne. General 
Dealer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Mar 31 Ord 
April 8 

Corte, WALTER, Torquay, Draper Exeter 
Ord April? 

CRAVEN, SMITH CANDLER, Mutley. Plymouth, Commission 
Agent Plymouth Pet April9 Ord April 2 

Garr, JoserH Smitn, Sunbu-y, Middx, Dairyman 
Kingston, Surrey Pet April 10 Ord Aprill0 

Horsow, HARRY, Denaby Main, nor Rotherham, 
Sheffield Pet April9 Ord A: ril9 

JARAM, CHARLES Hewry, Barnsley, Licensed 
Barnsley Pet April8 Ord Aprils 

LAWRENCE, ALBERT | ROvVARD, Waltham, Hants 
ampton Pet April 8 Ord Aprils 

LaYTon, De WEsTLeY Benprsue, Fenchurch st, Incorpor- 
ated Accountant High Court Pet April 9 Ord 
April 9 

LLoYD, ARTHUR EDWARD, Pournemonth, Hotel 
Poole Pet April i0 Ord April 10 

Moors, James, Leominster, Political Agent Leominster 
Pet April9® Ord April 9 

PRECKHAM, A' FRED EpMuND, Ashton on Mersey, Printer 
Manchester Pet April 8 Ord Aprils 

RoneErts, EVAN, Cambride rd, Bethnal Green, Dairyman 
High Court Pet Mar8 Ord April 8 

SALTER, CHARLES LESLIRy Briton Ferry, Glam, Plumber 
Neath Pet Apri! 9 Ord April 9 

Savory, ALLAN ERnest. City rd, Accountant High Court 
Pet Mar9 Ord Apri!8 

THowPsoN, HAROLD KIRK, Leicester 
April9 Ord Apri! 9 

svenave. GuLaprs H, Llandudno Bangor Pet Mar18 
Ord April 


April 19 at 


Middix, Putecher 


Pet June 


Accountant 


Anglesey, 


Guildford Pet 


trecknock, Grocer 
Ord April 7 
Penzirce 


Truro Pet 


Leeds Pet April 


Baris- 


Pet April 7 


Miner 
Victualler 


South- 


Manager 


Leicester Pet 


pr 
TURNBULL, GroroR, Finchampstead, nr Wokingham, Farm 
Bailiff Carlisle Pet Mar 24 Ord April9 
WALKER, THOMAS HENRY, Blackheath, Butcher High 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord April 8 
WRisH, Hewry, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Butcher 
Pet April 8 Ord April 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BROTHERHOOD, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Adwickle st, nr Don- 
Baker April 22 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree in, 


Cardiff 


e 

Cook, WILIAAM JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, General 
Dealer April 21 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle upon Tyne 





CovTe, WALTER, Torquay, Draper April 26 at 8.15 Of 


Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 
DAVENPORT, STEWART Forses. Cheltenham April 22 at 
3.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 
Evans, Davip Tror, Cardigan, Coal Merchant April a 
at1130 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Fricut, Percy WILLIAM VINCENT, Margste, Engineer 
April 21 at 11 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 
HALL, THomas, Bramrton, Derby. Farmer Apri! 21 at 
12 Station Hotel, Chesterfield 
HANFORD, JonN, jun, Manchester April 21 at3 Off Ree, 
Byrom st, Manchester 
LAWRENC®, ALBERT LEONARD, Walthem, Hants 
Avril 21 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbs, 
Hich st, Southampton 
LAYTON, DE WESTLEY BENDYSHE, Fenchurch st, Account. 
ant April 21 at12 Rankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
MILL, CATHERINE, Bath April 21 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Rakiwin st, Rr'stol 
Menxvorb, H J, Lowestoft, Grocer 
Ree. 8 King st, Norwich 
Pren, ArTruur Jon Lincoin, Lancaster rd, New South 
gote, Commercial Traveller April 21 at 11.00 4, 
Redford row 
Rowers. Evay, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Dairyman 
April 22 at 11.30 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 
SAVORY, ALLAN Ernest, Cato rd, Clapham, Accountant 
April 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
SOUTHELL, BENJAMIN, Gowerton, Glam, Gas Fitter April 
2\at12 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, farmarthen 
April 
182, 


April 21 at! OF 


STOPPARD. FRED, Chesterfle'd, Builders’ Merchant 
21 at 1145 Station Hotel, Ches'erfield 

Suse ANNA, High rd. Streatham April 21 at 11 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd, 

TAYLOR, HARRIET. Malpas, Cheshire April 2 atl2 Of 
Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

THOMAS, THomas JAMES, Brecon, Precknock, Grocer 
April 21 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, 
Merthyr T «(fl 

Thompson, HAROLD Kirk, Le'cester 
Rec, 1. Berridge st, Leivester 

WALKKR, THOMAS Henry, Blackheath, Butcher 
at 1 Bankruptcy bides, Carev st 

WoRVELL, ELIzaBeT, Lower Guiting, Glos Apri] 22 at4 
County Court bidge, Cheltenham 


April 2 at3 Of 
April 23 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Mar 5 


MULLER, OTTO Lovts OsKAR, Shaftesbury av, Tailor Mar 
15at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

BAKER, WILLIAM, Lee!s, Confectioner Leeds 
9 Ord April 9 

RALt, WILLIAM, Stoke upon Trent, Builder Stoke upen 
Trent Pet Feb24 Ord April 8 

BARNICOAT, BENJAMIN, Mitcham Surrey, Clerk 
Pet April7 Ord April 9 

REATTIE, JOHN, Middleshrough, Chipper and Caulker 
Middleshreugh Pet April® Ord April 9 

Cook, Witttam JAMES, Newcvstle upon Tyne, General 
Dealer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Ma 31 Ord 
Apri! 9 

Corte, WALTER, Torquay, 
Ord April 7 

CRAVEN, SMITH CANDLER, Plymouth, Commission Agent 
Plymouth Pet April9 Ord April 9 

DAVENPORT, STEWART Forres, Cheltennam, 
Pet Maré Ord Apr'l10 

EVANS, DAV!D Tror, Cardigan, 
Ord April 8 

Fox EVAN Ernest, Lian’shen,Glam Clerk 
Mars Ord Mar 81 

Hopson, Harry, Denaby Main, nr Rotherham, 
Sheffield Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Hont. HERBERT EDWARD, Ravey st Finsbury, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord April 10 

JARAM, CHARLES Henry, Shafton Two Grtes, nr Barner, 
Licensed Victualler Barnsley Pet April 8 Ord 
April 8 

LAWRENCE, ALBER? LEONARD, Bishops Waltham, Hants 
Southampton Pet Apri!8 Ord April 8 

LLoyD, ARTHUR EDWARD, Bournemouth, Hotel Manager 
Poole Pet April 10 Ord Arril 10 

MEMORY, ALFRED, Colebrooke row, Islington, Wholessle 
Mantel Maker High Court Pet April 2 Ord 


April 10 
Muynrporp, H J, Lowestoft, Grocer 
Ord April 10 


Pet April 


Croydon 


Draper Exeter Pet April? 


Cheltenham 


Carmarthen Pet Mar 18 


Cardiff Pet 


Miner 


Great Yarmouth 
Pet Mar 22 

Myers, Victor, Ravey st, Shoreditch, Timber Merchant 
Hich Court Pet Mari5 Ord April 9 

RICHARDS, FREDERICK, Li'tle Pu'teney ‘+t, Fishmonger 
High Court Pet Mar 18 Ord April 10 

SALTPR, CHARLES LESLIE. Briton Ferry, Glam, Plumb t 
Neath Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

SOUTHELL, BENJAMIN, Gowerton, Glam, Gas Fitter Car- 
marthen Pet Feb 25 Ord April 8 

Suss, ANNA, High rd, Streatham Pet 
April 7 Ord April 10 

TAYLOR, HARRIET, Malpas, Cheshire Nantwich Pet 
Mar 31 Ord April 9 

THOMAS, ALFRED JOHN, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet Mar8 
Ord Mar 31 

THOMPSON, HAROLD KIRK, Pet 
Apri! 9 Ord Apri! 9 

WELsH, HENRY, Ocmore Vale, Glam, Butcher 
Pet AprilS Ord Aprils 7 

WHITTAKER, CHARLES TULLETT, St Leonard, Sussex 
Hastings Pet Mar20 Ord April8 

WILLovensy, CHARLES JosHva, Kellyon rd, Clapham 
Wandsworth Pet Mar5 Ord April 8 


Amended notices substituted for those published 
in the London Gazette of April 2: 
WorVELL, FLIz4BPTH. Lower Guiting, Glos 
Pet Mar31 Ord Mar 31 
McT.areyx, Groner Jonn, East Retford, Notts 
Lincoln Pet Mar27 (rd Mar 27 


Wandsworth 


Leicester 


Cardiff 


Leicester 


Cheltenbam 


Farmer 











